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NATIONAL SYSTEM OF PUBLIC LAKDS

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Colorado State Office
2850 Youngfield Street
Lakewood. Colorado 80215-7210
www.co.blm.gov

In Reply Refer To:
1610-5.G.1.4 (C0-930) JUN 22 2016

Dear Reader:

Enclosed are the Proposed Resource Management Plan (RMP) and Final Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Dominguez-Escalante National Conservation Area (D-E NCA). The
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) prepared the Proposed RMP/Final EIS in consultation with
cooperating agencies, taking into account public comments received during this planning effort.
The Proposed RMP provides a framework for the future management direction and appropriate
use of the D-E NCA, which is located in Mesa and Delta counties, Colorado. The document
contains both land use planning decisions and implementation decisions to guide the BLM’s
management of the D-E NCA.

The BLM developed this Proposed RMP/Final EIS in accordance with the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended; and the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), as amended. The Proposed RMP is largely based on
Alternative E, the Preferred Alternative in the Draft RMP/EIS, which was released on May 17,
2013. The Proposed RMP/Final EIS contains the Proposed Plan Alternative, a summary of
changes made between the Draft RMP/EIS and Proposed RMP/Final EIS, impacts of the
Proposed Plan Alternative, a summary of the written and verbal comments received during the
public review period for the Draft RMP/EIS, and responses to the comments.

Pursuant to the BLM’s planning regulations at 43 C.F.R. 1610.5-2, any person who participated
in the planning process for this Proposed RMP and has an interest that is or may be adversely
affected by the planning decisions may protest approval of the planning decisions within 30 days
from the date the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) publishes the Notice of Availability
in the Federal Register. For further information on filing a protest, please see the accompanying
protest regulations in the pages that follow (labeled as Attachment 1). The regulations specify
the required elements of your protest. Take care to document all relevant facts. As much as
possible, reference or cite the planning documents or available planning records (e.g., meeting
minutes or summaries, correspondence, etc.).

Emailed protests will not be accepted as valid protests unless the protesting party also provides
the original letter by either regular mail or overnight delivery postmarked by the close of the
protest period. Under these conditions, the BLM will consider the emailed protest as an advance
copy and will afford it full consideration. If you wish to provide the BLM with such advance
notification, please direct emailed protests to protest@blm.gov.
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All protests must be in writing and mailed to one of the following addresses:

Regular Mail: Overnight Delivery:

Director (210) Director (210)

Attn: Protest Coordinator Attn: Protest Coordinator

P.O. Box 71383 20 M Street SE, Room 2134LM

Washington, DC. 20024-1383 Washington, DC. 20003

Before including your address, phone number, email address, or other personal identifying
information in your protest, please be advised that your entire protest—including your personal
identifying information—may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in
your protest to withhold from public review your personal identifying information, we cannot
guarantee that we will be able to do so.

The BLM Director will make every attempt to promptly render a decision on each protest. The
decision will be in writing and will be sent to the protesting party by certified mail, return receipt
requested. The decision of the BLM Director shall be the final decision of the Department of the
Interior on each protest. Responses to protest issues will be compiled and formalized in a
Director’s Protest Resolution Report made available following issuance of the decisions.

Upon resolution of all land use plan protests, the BLM will issue an Approved RMP and Record
of Decision (ROD). The Approved RMP and ROD will be mailed or made available
electronically to all who participated in the planning process and will be available on the BLM
website at http://www.blm.gov/co/st/en/nca/denca.html.

Unlike land use planning decisions, implementation decisions included in this Proposed
RMP/Final EIS are not subject to protest under the BLM planning regulations, but are subject to
an administrative review process, through appeals to the Office of Hearings and Appeals, Interior
Board of Land Appeals pursuant to 43 C.F.R., Part 4 Subpart E. Implementation decisions
generally constitute the BLM’s final approval, allowing on-the-ground actions to proceed.
Where implementation decisions are made as part of the land use planning process, they are still
subject to the appeal process or other administrative review as prescribed by specific resource
program regulations once the BLM resolves the protests to land use planning decisions and
issues an Approved RMP and ROD. The Approved RMP and ROD will therefore identify the
implementation decisions made in the plan that may be appealed to the Office of Hearings and
Appeals.

Sincerely,

Ruth Welch
State Director
Attachment:
1 - Protest Regulations (1 p)
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Protest Regulations

[CITE: 43CFR1610.5-2]

TITLE 43--PUBLIC LANDS: INTERIOR
CHAPTER II--BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
PART 1600--PLANNING, PROGRAMMING, BUDGETING--Table of Contents
Subpart 1610--Resource Management Planning
Sec. 1610.5-2 Protest procedures.

(a) Any person who participated in the planning process and has an interest which is or may be
adversely affected by the approval or amendment of a resource management plan may protest
such approval or amendment. A protest may raise only those issues which were submitted for
the record during the planning process.

(1) The protest shall be in writing and shall be filed with the Director. The protest shall be
filed within 30 days of the date the Environmental Protection Agency published the
notice of receipt of the final environmental impact statement containing the plan or
amendment in the Federal Register. For an amendment not requiring the preparation of an
environmental impact statement, the protest shall be filed within 30 days of the
publication of the notice of its effective date.

(2) The protest shall contain:

1) The name, mailing address, telephone number and interest of the person filing
the protest;

(i) A statement of the issue or issues being protested,;

(iii) A statement of the part or parts of the plan or amendment being protested,;

(iv) A copy of all documents addressing the issue or issues that were submitted
during the planning process by the protesting party or an indication of the date
the issue or issues were discussed for the record; and

) A concise statement explaining why the State Director's decision is believed to
be wrong.

(3) The Director shall promptly render a decision on the protest.
(b) The decision shall be in writing and shall set forth the reasons for the decision. The decision

shall be sent to the protesting party by certified mail, return receipt requested. The decision
of the Director shall be the final decision of the Department of the Interior.

Attachment 1

XX



Abstract

Responsible agency: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
Type of action: Administrative
Document status: Proposed RMP/Final EIS

Abstract: The Dominguez-Escalante National Conservation Area (D-E NCA) Proposed Resource
Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement (also simply referred to as the
Proposed RMP or Proposed Plan) describes the ways in which the BLM proposes to manage
210,172 acres of Federal land surface and resources in western Colorado. The D-E NCA
encompasses portions of Delta, Mesa, and Montrose Counties in the State of Colorado. This
Proposed Plan synthesizes the results of almost four years of public scoping, D-E NCA Advisory
Council (also simply referred to as the Advisory Council) and agency discussions, and public
commentary. Text highlighted in gray (or in white if on a dark background) in the Proposed Plan
denotes substantive changes from the Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental
Impact Statement (also simply called the Draft RMP), which was released for public comment
from May 17, 2013, to September 23, 2013. The D-E NCA was designated in the Omnibus Public
Land Management Act of 2009 and is a component of the BLM National Conservation Lands.
Planning issues addressed in this Proposed RMP include the conservation and protection of the
unique and important resources that were identified as purposes of the area’s designation. Also
addressed are continued uses of the area (including recreation, scientific research and education,
livestock grazing, lands and realty, and travel and transportation management) and special
designations such as areas of critical environmental concern (ACECs) and stream segments
suitable for designation into the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

Protest period: The protest period is 30 days from the publication of the notice of availability for
this document in the Federal Register.

For further information, please contact the NCA manager:

Collin Ewing

NCA Manager

Bureau of Land Management
2815 H Road

Grand Junction, CO 81506
(970) 244-3049
cewing@blm.gov
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Commonly Used Acronyms
ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern
ATV All-Terrain Vehicle
AUM Animal Unit Month
BLM United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management
BMP Best Management Practice
BOR United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality
CFR Code of Federal Regulations
CIAA Cumulative Impact Analysis Area
CNHP Colorado Natural Heritage Program
CPW Colorado Parks and Wildlife
CWCB Colorado Water Conservation Board
D-E NCA Dominguez-Escalante National Conservation Area
DOI United States Department of the Interior
EA Environmental Assessment
EIS Environmental Impact Statement
EPA United States Environmental Protection Agency
ERMA Extensive Recreation Management Area
ESA Endangered Species Act of 1973
°F Degrees Fahrenheit
FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
FRCC Fire Regime Condition Class
GIS Geographic Information System
GJFO Grand Junction Field Office
IDT Interdisciplinary Team
LHA Land Health Assessment

MOU Memorandum of Understanding
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NEPA National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
NHT National Historic Trail

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act of 1966
NLCS National Landscape Conservation System
NOI Notice of Intent

NRCS U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service
NRHP National Register of Historic Places
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SHPO State Historic Preservation Office
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SSR Site-Specific Relocation

TL Timing Limitation
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USDA United States Department of Agriculture
USFS United States Forest Service

USFWS United States Fish and Wildlife Service
USGS United States Geological Survey
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WAFWA Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies
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Executive Summary
Introduction

The United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management has prepared

this Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Dominguez-Escalante National Conservation Area. The BLM prepared this document in
consultation with cooperating agencies, the D-E NCA Advisory Council, and the general public.
This plan was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of
1969, as amended; the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976, as amended;
the D-E NCA'’s establishing legislation within the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of
2009; implemented regulations; BLM H-1601-1, Land Use Planning Handbook (BLM 2005); and
other applicable laws and policies.

The D-E NCA planning area (also called simply the planning area) encompasses approximately
218,393 acres of private, State of Colorado and Federal surface lands in Mesa, Montrose, and
Delta Counties, Colorado, situated between the communities of Grand Junction and Delta (see
Table 1 and Map 1-1). The planning area consists of 210,172 acres of BLM-administered public
land surface. This acreage number includes 209,610 acres designated in the Omnibus Act as well
as 562 acres that were later acquired by the Federal Government (note that this acreage figure
may vary throughout this document by up to 30 acres because of variability in the best available
current survey information).

These BLM-administered lands comprise the D-E NCA decision area. The management
guidelines in this Proposed RMP pertain only to BLM-administered land surface and not to
private, State, or other Federal land surface. The D-E NCA encompasses the 66,280-acre
Dominguez Canyon Wilderness (the Wilderness) (Map 1-2).

Table 1. Surface Land Status of Planning Area by County (in Acres)

Land Status Mesa Delta Montrose Total
BLM 120,118 59,718 30,315 210,172
State of Colorado 0 1,638 327 1,965
Private 3,003 3,101 173 6.256
Total 123,121 64,456 30,816 218,393

The BLM currently manages public lands within the D-E NCA in accordance with the 1987
Grand Junction RMP (BLM 1987), as amended, and the 1989 Uncompahgre Basin RMP (BLM
1989a), as amended. These lands are also administered in accordance with an approved interim
management policy intended to ensure consistency with the Omnibus Act, as well as to avoid
additional allocation of NCA resources during the interim period between designation and RMP
completion. When the new RMP is completed, management of the D-E NCA will be guided
exclusively by this new RMP and not through the BLM’s RMP revisions for the Grand Junction

Field Office (GJFO) or Uncompahgre Field Office (UFO).

Purpose of and Need for This Plan

The purpose of this RMP/EIS is to provide for long-term conservation and protection of the
“unique and important values” of the D-E NCA that were identified in the area’s enabling
legislation, the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009, Public Law 111-11 (also referred



to hereafter as the Omnibus Act). These values include the “geological, cultural, archacological,
paleontological, natural, scientific, recreational, wilderness, wildlife, riparian, historical,
educational, and scenic resources of the public lands, as well as the water resources of area
streams, based on seasonally available flows, that are necessary to support aquatic, riparian, and
terrestrial species and communities.” The Omnibus Act specified that these values be conserved
and protected “for the benefit and enjoyment of present and future generations.”

In determining the suite of management actions necessary to protect, conserve, and provide for
public enjoyment of the D-E NCA'’s important resources over time, this plan responds to four
important sources of overarching guidance:

e The portion of the Omnibus Act (Section 2402) that established the D-E NCA and provided
guidelines for its management, specifically the direction to manage the area “in a manner that
conserves, protects, and enhances the resources and values of the Conservation Area.”

e The portion of the Omnibus Act (Sections 2002 and 2405) that established the National
Landscape Conservation System (NLCS) and provided a vision for how the components of this
system should be managed, specifically the direction to “conserve, protect, and restore” the
system’s components for the “benefit of current and future generations.” Subject to existing
rights, the D-E NCA and Dominguez Canyon Wilderness were withdrawn from all location,
entry and patent under mining laws and operation of mineral leasing, mineral materials, and
geothermal leasing laws.

e The portion of the Wilderness Act of 1964 that governs the management of designated
wilderness areas, including the Dominguez Canyon Wilderness, which was also established in
the Omnibus Act (Section 2402) and that falls within the D-E NCA.

e The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, including the portion that established
the concept of multiple use as the practice of managing “the public lands and their various
resource values so that they are utilized in the combination that will best meet the present and
future needs of the American people; making the most judicious use of the land for some or
all of these resources or related services over areas large enough to provide sufficient latitude
for periodic adjustments in use to conform to changing needs and conditions; the use of some
land for less than all of the resources; a combination of balanced and diverse resource uses that
takes into account the long-term needs of future generations for renewable and nonrenewable
resources, including, but not limited to, recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed, wildlife
and fish, and natural scenic, scientific and historical values; and harmonious and coordinated
management of the various resources without permanent impairment of the productivity of the
land and the quality of the environment with consideration being given to the relative values
of the resources and not necessarily to the combination of uses that will give the greatest
economic return or the greatest unit output.”

In considering consistency between the Omnibus Act and FLPMA, Section 302 of the FLPMA
states that public lands are to be managed under the principles of multiple use and sustained
yield “except that where a tract of such public land has been dedicated to specific uses
according to any other provisions of law it shall be managed in accordance with such law.”
Therefore, if management of the BLM’s multiple use and sustained yield mission conflicts with
the Omnibus Act, the language provided within the Omnibus Act applies (BLM 2012b).

A new RMP is needed to ensure that the long-term management of these lands achieves a level of
protection and conservation consistent with the legislative guidance described above.
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The planning area is currently managed under two RMPs, the 1987 Grand Junction RMP (BLM
1987), as amended, and the 1989 Uncompahgre Basin RMP (BLM 1989a), as amended. Although
the planning area has long been recognized for its outstanding resources and recreational values, a
new plan is needed to ensure consistency across the D-E NCA. This new plan will ensure that the
D-E NCA is managed as a single unit, rather than as a collection of individual resources, and will
ensure that the BLM responds to its internal guidance, which states that all national conservation
areas should have stand-alone land-use plans (BLM 2012b).

Other major issues contributing to the need for a new RMP include the following:

e Increased (and more varied) recreation demand due to population growth, demographic
changes, and technological advances.

e Research advances in fields such as biology, ecology, geology, paleontology, hydrology, and
archaeology.

e Increased demand for educational opportunities associated with public lands.
Planning Process and Public Collaboration

An RMP provides broad guidance for managing public lands. The FLPMA directs the BLM

to develop RMPs as the primary means to identify and allow for appropriate uses of public

land. RMP decisions guide future land management actions and subsequent site-specific
implementation decisions and help establish goals and objectives (desired outcomes) for resource
management. In addition, measures necessary for achieving the outcomes are expressed as actions
(proactive management techniques) and allowable uses (lands that are open or closed to certain
uses), including any restrictions on uses.

This Proposed RMP was prepared in accordance with BLM planning regulations and guidance
issued under authority of the FLPMA, as well as the Omnibus Act that established the D-E
NCA and the Wilderness. During the RMP development process, an EIS was prepared in
compliance with NEPA requirements and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations
for implementing NEPA; Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), Parts 1500-1508;
the BLM NEPA Handbook (BLM 2008a); and BLM H-1601-1, Land Use Planning Handbook
(BLM 2005).

This Proposed RMP is the culmination of almost four years of collaborative effort and
communication among BLM staff, local citizens, and local, State, tribal, and Federal agencies and
organizations. An advisory council composed of 10 residents representing various communities
and interests was established to assist the BLM in developing and implementing this Proposed
RMP. The D-E NCA Advisory Council met 35 times prior to release of this Proposed RMP.
Meetings were open to the public, with attendance ranging from 10 to over 60 people.

Other public involvement and outreach efforts in support of the planning process included the
following:

e A series of community conversations preceding (Mesa State College 2007) and following
(CMU 2011) NCA designation in March 2009, led by the Natural Resource and Land
Policy Institute (NRLPI) at Colorado Mesa University. These reports are available online:
http://1.usa.gov/1qgKkMVi.
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e Visitor surveys conducted by the NRLPI. The resulting report, Dominguez-Escalante NCA
Recreation Report 2010-2011 (CMU 2011) is available online: http://1.usa.gov/1qgKkMVi.

e BLM press releases and monthly newsletters announcing major planning steps and providing
updates regarding the planning effort.

e A BLM project website designed to provide current information to interested and affected
members of the public (formerly at http://www.blm.gov/co/st/en/nca/denca.html; now at
http://1.usa.gov/1qgKkMVi).

e An independent stakeholder process (involving landowners, conservationists, recreationists,
and business leaders), established to consider whether streams within the D-E NCA are suitable
for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

e Socioeconomic workshops conducted by the BLM in Delta and Grand Junction, Colorado,
during fall 2011.

o Workshops soliciting public input on travel management within the D-E NCA, conducted by
the BLM in Delta and Grand Junction during fall 2010.

e Two open houses hosted by the BLM in Grand Junction and Delta following the release of the
Draft RMP for public comment in May 2013, with combined attendance of approximately
100 people.

e Consultations with Ute tribal governments throughout the planning process

e Presentations by the BLM to highlight the Draft RMP alternatives, responding to interest
of approximately 20 stakeholder groups. Conducted during the public comment period to
facilitate effective public comments and engagement.

Following the 90-day comment period, which was subsequently extended an additional 30 days
by public request, the BLM prepared this Proposed RMP to include the BLM’s responses to
public comments on the Draft RMP. The release of this Proposed RMP will initiate a 30-day
protest period and 60-day governor’s consistency review period. Following the resolution of any
protests of planning decisions and issues identified during the Governor’s Consistency Review,
the BLM will issue a Record of Decision (ROD) and Approved RMP.

Chapter 2 of this Proposed RMP contains two levels of decisions: land-use-planning-level
decisions and implementation-level decisions. Only land-use-planning-level decisions are
protestable under the process outlined above. Implementation-level decisions are instead subject
to various administrative remedies, to be clarified within individual decision documents at the
time the BLM makes such decisions. The reader should assume that decisions within Chapter 2 of
this Proposed RMP are land-use-planning-level decisions, unless these decisions are specifically
labeled as “implementation actions.” Specific examples of implementation-level decisions
described within this Proposed RMP include route-by-route designations for comprehensive
travel and transportation management (see section 1.4, Planning Process, of this Proposed RMP
for further details). For more information on how to file a protest for the Proposed RMP, see the
“Dear Reader Letter” at the front of this Proposed RMP.

Following the signing of the ROD, the BLM will issue supplementary rules through a Federal
Register notice in order to implement the guidance provided by the Approved RMP.
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Management Alternatives

During the planning process, the BLM developed and studied alternative proposed actions, in
compliance with BLM policies, Federal regulations, and NEPA requirements. Five potential
management plans encompassing a broad range of resource uses in various combinations were
developed to address planning issues. To be considered “reasonable,” an alternative must meet
the identified purpose and need, offer a mix of resource protection, management use, and
development, effectively respond to identified issues and planning criteria, and meet all Federal
laws, regulations, and BLM policies. Input provided during public scoping and by BLM resource
experts, along with guidance from enabling legislation, helped planners refine and formulate five
alternatives, which were then analyzed for potential environmental impacts in the Draft RMP.
Subsequently, public comments on the Draft RMP helped planners formulate the Proposed Plan
Alternative, which replaces the Draft Preferred Alternative (Alternative E). A brief summary of
each alternative follows. For further details, see Chapter 2 of this document.

Alternative A (No Action Alternative)

Alternative A is the No Action Alternative. This alternative would continue current management
direction and leave prevailing conditions under existing guidance and legislation, including

the 1987 Grand Junction RMP, as amended; the 1989 Uncompahgre Basin RMP, as amended;
the Omnibus Act; and the 2010 BLM Interim Management Policy for the D-E NCA and the
Dominguez Canyon Wilderness. In cases where guidance from the Uncompahgre Basin or
Grand Junction RMP conflicts with the language of the Omnibus Act (or the NCA Interim
Management Policy derived from the Omnibus Act), the language of the Omnibus Act would
prevail. Under this alternative, new management decisions (particularly those for livestock
grazing and recreation) would not be made or would be deferred pending site-specific analysis.
Alternative A is a valid course of action that has so far resulted in the continued presence of the
unique and important resources of the D-E NCA. However, this alternative no longer meets
the area’s management purposes and needs.

Under Alternative A, all eligible wild and scenic river (WSR) segments would remain eligible
for WSR designation. No national trail management corridor would be established for the Old
Spanish National Historic Trail (NHT). The two ACECs in Escalante Canyon and the Gunnison
Gravels would remain designated. All existing travel routes, except those that have already
been closed because of previous management decisions, would be designated and available

for public use.

Alternative B

Under Alternative B, the BLM would implement few active management techniques to address
resource issues within the D-E NCA, instead relying on natural processes and restriction of
allowable uses to conserve and protect NCA resources. Although resources would not be managed
through active techniques, the health of some biological resources would be expected to improve
over time as a result of certain restrictions. Wilderness would be managed with an emphasis

on untrammeled wilderness values and opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation.
Recreation would be managed under an extensive recreation management area (ERMA) approach,
where the BLM would commit to providing opportunities for certain activities but not specific
recreational outcomes or settings. This alternative would restrict livestock grazing the most.
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Under Alternative B, portions of the Gunnison River and Cottonwood Creek would be managed
as suitable for WSR designation. A 23,131-acre trail corridor would be established for the Old
Spanish National Historic Trail. ACEC designations would be dropped, and no new designations
would be sought. Travel routes that conflict with resource protection goals, as well as redundant
and dead-end routes, would be closed and allowed to naturally rehabilitate.

Alternative C

Under Alternative C, the BLM would actively manage for biological restoration and cultural
resource protection. A variety of vegetation treatments (e.g., mechanical treatments, prescribed
fire, site rehabilitation) would be used to achieve ambitious biological objectives. Management of
the Wilderness would emphasize the wilderness values of naturalness, supplemental wilderness
values, and outstanding opportunities for solitude. Two areas within the D-E NCA would be
managed as non-motorized special recreation management areas (SRMAs). The rest of the D-E
NCA would not have specific recreational objectives and would be restricted as necessary to
meet resource objectives. Livestock grazing would be intensively managed to help improve the
condition of biological resources.

All eligible WSR segments would be managed as suitable for WSR designation. A 23,131-acre
trail corridor would be established for the Old Spanish National Historic Trail. The BLM would
designate two new ACECs and continue management of the Escalante Canyon ACEC. A large
number of travel routes would be closed to reduce conflicts with resource protection goals, and
closed routes would be rehabilitated to return them to a more natural state.

Alternative D

Under Alternative D, the BLM would commit to trail-based recreation and specific recreational
outcomes and settings (SRMA-style management). The BLM would designate nine new SRMA:s,
including two motorized trail-based SRMAs and two non-motorized trail-based SRMAs. In
managing natural and biological resources, the BLM would focus on active restoration, but
goals would be less ambitious than with Alternative C. The Wilderness would be split into three
management zones with different management emphases. Livestock grazing would be managed
similarly to under Alternative A, with more lands opened for livestock grazing than are currently
allocated.

Under Alternative D, all eligible WSR segments would be dropped from suitability consideration.
A 23,13 1-acre trail corridor would be established for the Old Spanish National Historic Trail. The
BLM would designate two new ACECs and expand both existing ACECs to protect sensitive
resources in areas where impacts from recreational use would be expected to increase. The route
system of the D-E NCA would be designated to provide high-quality recreational experiences,
while still ensuring protection of resources. Redundant and dead-end routes would be closed and
rehabilitated to return them to a more natural state.

Proposed Plan Alternative

The Proposed Plan Alternative is based upon the Draft Preferred Alternative, which was largely
a blend of management approaches already considered under other alternatives, as well as on

the basis of the Draft EIS completed for Draft Alternatives A through E. Management actions
unique to the Proposed Plan Alternative were crafted in response to public comments on the Draft
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RMP. Public comments often identified opportunities to better resolve conflicts or impacts or
expressed the need for greater clarity. In the Chapter 2 matrix of management actions, the BLM
has indicated which actions are the same as in the Draft Preferred Alternative and which are not.

As with the Draft Preferred Alternative, the Proposed Plan Alternative would set objectives for
biological resources that are more ambitious than those in Alternative D but less ambitious than
those in Alternative C. As with Alternatives C and D, a wide range of tools would be available to
achieve these objectives. Management of the Wilderness would be similar to management under
Alternative D, with each of three zones managed with a different emphasis. Livestock grazing
management would include components of both Alternatives C and D. Regarding recreation
management, the BLM would designate three SRMAs. Much of the rest of the D-E NCA outside
of the Wilderness would be designated as ERMAs.

Under the Proposed Plan Alternative, one WSR segment on Cottonwood Creek would be
managed as suitable for WSR designation, two new ACECs would be established, and the BLM
would continue to manage two existing ACECs. A 23,131-acre trail corridor would be established
for the Old Spanish National Historic Trail. The second largest number of miles of routes would
be open to the public under the Proposed Plan Alternative (second only to Alternative A).

Affected Environment

The chapter on the affected environment (Chapter 3) describes the current condition of resources
and resource uses within the D-E NCA, serving as a baseline for predicting the impacts described
in the chapter on environmental consequences (Chapter 4). Much of the information presented in
this chapter is similar to information assembled for the Analysis of the Management Situation
(BLM 2011a), which was posted on the D-E NCA RMP website in July 2011 (formerly at
http://www.blm.gov/co/st/en/nca/denca.html; now at http://1.usa.gov/1qgKkMVi).

Environmental Consequences

The purpose of the environmental consequences analysis in this Proposed RMP is to determine the
potential for the Federal action to have significant impacts on the D-E NCA’s human environment.
CEQ regulations for implementing NEPA state that the “human environment” is to be interpreted
comprehensively to include the natural and physical environment and the relationship of people
with that environment (40 CFR, part 1508.14). The “Federal action” in this case is the BLM’s
selection of this RMP as the basis for future actions in the D-E NCA.

Chapter 4 objectively evaluates the probable direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on the
human and natural environment in terms of the environmental, social, and economic consequences
that are projected to occur from implementing each of the five alternatives analyzed in detail
(Alternatives A through D and the Proposed Plan Alternative).
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Dominguez-Escalante National 1
Conservation Area Proposed RMP
and Final EIS

Overview

The United States Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management has prepared

this Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement for the
Dominguez-Escalante National Conservation Area. The BLM prepared this document in
consultation with cooperating agencies, the D-E NCA Advisory Council and the general public.
This plan was prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as
amended; the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 as amended; the D-E NCA’s
establishing legislation within the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009; implementing
regulations; BLM H-1601-1, Land Use Planning Handbook (BLM 2005); and other applicable
law and policy.

There is a broad range of information to be found in the Proposed RMP. Diagram 1 below shows
the main components of the plan (with clickable links in the electronic version of this document).

Diagram 1. Summary of Chapters in This Proposed RMP

Chapter 1. Introduction APPENDICES cont’d

Summarizes the proposed action, the purpose and need |Appendix E. Raptor Species Breeding Periods
for the action, and the BLM’s decisions in the Proposed

RMP. Appendix F. Colorado Noxious Weed List

Chapter 2. Alternatives Appendix G. Naturalness in the Dominguez Canyon
Wilderness

Describes and compares the proposed management

alternatives. Appendix H. Minimum Requirements Decision Guide
Overview

Chapter 3. Affected Environment
Appendix 1. Special Recreation Permit Program
Presents existing biological, physical, and socioeconomic | Overview

resources that could be affected by implementing the
proposed management alternatives. Appendix J. Best Management Practices for Management
Actions

Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences
Appendix K. Trail Design Criteria
Evaluates the impacts of the proposed management

alternatives on the human and natural environment Appendix L. Special Recreation Management Area

in terms of environmental, social, and economic Recreation Setting Descriptions

consequences projected to occur from implementing the

alternatives. Appendix M. Evaluation of Proposed and Existing Areas

of Critical Environmental Concern

Chapter 5. Consultation and Coordination
Appendix N. Comprehensive Travel and Transportation

Describes the scoping and public comment process, Management Plan
the role and recommendations of the Advisory ) ' o o
Council, cooperating agency participation, and Appendix O. Wild and Scenic River Suitability Report

government-to-government consultation. ) )
Appendix P. Air Resources

Chapter 6. References ) ) )
Appendix Q. Omnibus Public Land Management Act
Chapter 7. Glossary of 2009 (Subtitle E—Dominguez-Escalante National
Conservation Area)

APPENDICES
Appendix R. Maps Cited in the Proposed RMP

Appendix A. Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation

Appendix S. Economic Impact Analysis Methodology
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Diagram 1. Summary of Chapters in This Proposed RMP

Appendix B. Description of Surface Disturbance Appendix T. Conservation Measures for Listed Plant
Restrictions Species in the D-E NCA
Appendix C. Modeling the Probability of Appendix U. The BLM’s Responses to Public Comments

Bighorn/Domestic Sheep Association
Appendix V. BLM Manual 6220 — National Monuments,

Appendix D. Colorado Standards for Public Land Health |National Conservation Areas, and Similar Designations

1.1. Purpose of and Need for the Plan

The purpose of this RMP/EIS is to provide for long-term conservation and protection of the
“unique and important values” of the D-E NCA that were identified in the area’s enabling
legislation: the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009, Public Law 111-11. These values
include the “geological, cultural, archaeological, paleontological, natural, scientific, recreational,
wilderness, wildlife, riparian, historical, educational, and scenic resources of the public lands,

as well as the water resources of area streams, based on seasonally available flows, that are
necessary to support aquatic, riparian, and terrestrial species and communities.” The Omnibus Act
specified that these values be conserved and protected “for the benefit and enjoyment of present
and future generations.” Furthermore, in recognition of the historic and current traditional use

of the NCA area for livestock grazing, the Omnibus Act specifically stated that the BLM “shall
issue and administer any grazing leases or permits in the Conservation Area in accordance with
the laws (including regulations) applicable to the issuance and administration of such leases and
permits on other land under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Land Management.”

In determining the suite of management actions necessary to protect, conserve, and enjoy the D-E
NCA’s important resources and manage its uses over time, this plan responds to four important
sources of overarching guidance:

e The portion of the Omnibus Act (Section 2402) that established the D-E NCA and provided
guidelines for its management, specifically the direction to manage the area “in a manner that
conserves, protects, and enhances the resources and values of the Conservation Area.”

e The portion of the Omnibus Act (Section 2002) that established the National Landscape
Conservation System and provided a vision for how the components of this system should be
managed, specifically the direction to “conserve, protect, and restore” the system’s components
for the “benefit of current and future generations.”

e The portion of the Wilderness Act of 1964 that governs the management of designated
Wilderness Areas, including the Dominguez Canyon Wilderness, which was also established in
the Omnibus Act (Section 2402) and falls within the D-E NCA.

e The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, including the portion that established
the concept of multiple use as the practice of managing

the public lands and their various resource values so that they are utilized in the
combination that will best meet the present and future needs of the American people;
making the most judicious use of the land for some or all of these resources or related
services over areas large enough to provide sufficient latitude for periodic adjustments
in use to conform to changing needs and conditions; the use of some land for less than
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all of the resources; a combination of balanced and diverse resource uses that takes into
account the long-term needs of future generations for renewable and nonrenewable
resources, including, but not limited to, recreation, range, timber, minerals, watershed,
wildlife and fish, and natural scenic, scientific and historical values; and harmonious
and coordinated management of the various resources without permanent impairment of
the productivity of the land and the quality of the environment with consideration being
given to the relative values of the resources and not necessarily to the combination of
uses that will give the greatest economic return or the greatest unit output.

In considering consistency between the Omnibus Act and FLPMA, Section 302 of FLPMA
states that public lands are to be managed under the principles of multiple use and sustained
yield “except that where a tract of such public land has been dedicated to specific uses
according to any other provisions of law it shall be managed in accordance with such law.”
Therefore, if management of the BLM’s multiple use and sustained yield mission conflicts with
the Omnibus Act, the language provided within the Omnibus Act applies (BLM 2012b).

Recognizing these purposes, a new RMP is needed to ensure that the long-term management
of these lands achieves a level of protection and conservation consistent with the legislative
guidance described above.

The planning area is currently managed under two RMPs: the 1987 Grand Junction RMP (BLM
1987) as amended and the 1989 Uncompahgre Basin RMP (BLM 1989a) as amended. Although
the planning area has long been recognized for its outstanding resource and recreational values, a
new plan is needed to ensure consistency across the D-E NCA. This new plan will ensure that
the D-E NCA is managed as a single unit, rather than as a collection of individual values, and

will ensure that the BLM responds to its internal guidance that all national conservation areas
have stand-alone land use plans (BLM 2012b).

Other major issues contributing to the need for a new RMP include the following:

e Increased (and more varied) recreation demand due to population growth, demographic
changes, and technological advances.

e New information in fields such as climate science, biology, ecology, geology, paleontology,
hydrology and archaeology.

e Increased demand for educational opportunities associated with public lands.
1.2. Description of the Planning Area

The planning area for this Proposed RMP consists of 210,172 acres of BLM-administered public
land surface, 6,256 acres of private land surface, and 1,965 acres of State of Colorado land
surface in Mesa, Montrose, and Delta Counties, Colorado (as shown in Table 1.1 below and Map
1-1). The acreage number for BLM-administered public land surface includes 209,610 acres
designated in the Omnibus Act, as well as 562 acres that were subsequently acquired by the
Federal Government (note that this reported acreage figure may differ throughout the document
by up to 30 acres because of variability in the best available current survey information). This
acquisition, known as the American Mountain Men acquisition, occurred during the development
of this RMP. Although not shown as public land on maps found in this RMP, the intent for the
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American Mountain Men acquisition lands is, under any alternative, to manage them similarly to
the surrounding lands. Corrections to maps for these lands would be done under plan maintenance
after the signing of the Record of Decision.

The decision area for this Proposed RMP includes only the BLM-administered surface lands (see
Table 1.1 below and Map 1-2). The planning area includes some split-estate lands, where surface
ownership differs from subsurface ownership. Within the planning area, the Federal Government
owns surface lands but does not fully own the subsurface (mineral) estate on approximately 800
acres (0.4 percent of the planning area) (see differences between Table 1.1 and Table 1.2 below,
and Map 1-2). Also, the Federal Government owns the subsurface (mineral) estate on 134 acres
of privately held land surface (0.1 percent of the planning area). Due to the withdrawals written
into the Omnibus Act that preclude Federal mineral development within the D-E NCA, split-estate
public subsurface/private surface lands are not discussed in detail within this document.

The Omnibus Act withdrew the D-E NCA from

1. all forms of entry, appropriation, or disposal under the public land laws; 2.
location, entry, and patent under the mining laws; and 3. operation of the mineral
leasing, mineral materials, and geothermal leasing laws.

This withdrawal was subject to valid existing rights that predate the Omnibus Act. There is one
existing mining claim in the D-E NCA, which is located upstream of Rattlesnake Gulch along the
Gunnison River. The holder of this claim has legal right to access, explore, and mine. All other
claims that were in existence prior to the Omnibus Act have since expired.

Table 1.1. Surface Land Status of Planning Area by County (in Acres)

Surface Land Status Mesa Delta Montrose Total
Public Land (BLM) 120,118 59,718 30,315 210,172
State of Colorado 0 1,638 327 1,965
Private 3,003 3,101 173 6,256
Total 123,121 64,456 30,816 218,393

Table 1.2. Subsurface Land Status of Planning Area by County (in Acres)

pubsurfaccand Mesa Delta Montrose Total
Status

Federal (BLM) 120,252 59,718 29,410 209,380

Non-Federal 2,869 4,739 1,405 9,013

Total 123,121 64,456 30,816 218,393

The southwest boundary of the planning area borders the Uncompahgre National Forest. The
northwest boundary runs along Colorado Highway 141 (between the towns of Whitewater and
Gateway) and includes approximately 10 miles of the Tabeguache-Unaweep Scenic and Historic
Byway. The northeastern boundary is defined by U.S. Highway 50 and adjacent private lands,
while the southeastern boundary is defined by Delta-Nucla (25 Mesa) Road, which runs south to
the National Forest boundary.

The planning area lies within the Colorado Plateau and Southern Rocky Mountains physiographic
provinces. Elevations within the planning area range from approximately 4,700 feet to over 8,200
feet above sea level, resulting in great biological and topographical diversity. The Colorado
Plateau portion is characterized by sedimentary surface deposits dominated by deep canyons,
while lower elevation mesas are predominantly characterized by deposits of sandstone and shale.
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The Dominguez Canyon Wilderness (the Wilderness) is characterized by large mesas dissected
by deep red slickrock canyons and arroyos. The Wilderness consists of an array of ecosystems,
ranging from salt desert shrub vegetation nearest the Gunnison River, to mid-elevation
pinyon-juniper woodlands, to aspen and Douglas-fir forests at higher elevations. This wilderness
area possesses outstanding geological features and ecological diversity, spectacular scenery that
includes two cascading mountain streams, and habitat that supports a wide range of wildlife
(including collared lizards, desert bighorn sheep, mountain lions, golden eagles, and peregrine
falcons).

The lower Gunnison River runs through the planning area between the towns of Delta and
Whitewater. The river is popular with both commercial and private boaters for overnight camping
and boating and also contains critical habitat for sensitive native fish. The planning area includes
segments of the congressionally designated Old Spanish National Historic Trail. Special features
of the planning area include two previously designated ACECs. The Escalante Canyon ACEC
consists of approximately 1,895 acres designated for sensitive plant species, natural seeps, and
several globally unique plant associations, including beautiful hanging gardens of small-flowered
columbine and Eastwood’s monkey-flower (Mimulus eastwoodiae). The five-acre Gunnison
Gravels ACEC was designated to protect the scientific and educational values associated with a
fluvial gravel deposit that suggests the location of an ancestral river in Unaweep Canyon. The
D-E NCA also provides for a number of different types of dispersed recreation opportunities in
highly scenic areas such as the Gunnison River, Escalante Canyon and Cactus Park.

The decision area for this planning project includes only the BLM-administered land within
the D-E NCA boundary, and does not include any private inholdings within the D-E NCA’s
boundaries or State of Colorado lands (Map 1-2).

1.3. Overall Vision

The overall vision for management of the planning area is informed by the Omnibus Act. As
noted in section 1.1, Purpose of and Need for the Plan, the D-E NCA is to be managed in a
manner that conserves, protects, and enhances the resources and values of the Conservation Area,
in accordance with FLPMA (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), the Omnibus Act, and any other applicable
laws. In accordance with the Omnibus Act, only those uses that “further the purposes for which
the Conservation Area is established” shall be allowed (Sec. 2402(c)(A)).

Section 302 of FLPMA states that public lands are to be managed under the principles of multiple
use and sustained yield “except that where a tract of such public land has been dedicated to specific
uses according to any other provisions of law it shall be managed in accordance with such law.”
Therefore, where management of the BLM’s multiple use and sustained yield mission conflict
with the Omnibus Act, the language provided within the Omnibus Act applies (BLM 2012b).

The National Landscape Conservation System was established by Congress in 2009 through the
Omnibus Act in order to conserve, protect, and restore nationally significant landscapes that
have outstanding cultural, ecological, and scientific values for the benefit of current and future
generations. Lands within this system are called National Conservation Lands.

The Omnibus Act also established the Dominguez Canyon Wilderness within the D-E NCA as a
component of the National Wilderness Preservation System. Nearly all of the land established as
the Wilderness was previously part of the Dominguez Canyon Wilderness Study Area (WSA).
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Under the Wilderness Act of 1964 (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.), the National Wilderness Preservation
System was established

in order to assure that an increasing population, accompanied by expanding
settlement and growing mechanization, does not occupy and modify all areas
within the United States and its possessions, leaving no lands designated for
preservation and protection in their natural condition. It is hereby declared to be
the policy of the Congress to secure for the American people of present and future
generations the benefits of an enduring resource of wilderness... and these shall be
administered for the use and enjoyment of the American people in such manner as
will leave them unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as wilderness (Sec. 2(a)).

Old Spanish National Historic Trail

In 2002, Congress amended the National Trails System Act by designating the Old Spanish
NHT, a portion of which runs the length of the NCA’s eastern boundary. Under the National
Trails System Act of 1968, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1241-1251), the National Trails System was
established “in order to provide for the ever-increasing outdoor recreation needs of an expanding
population and in order to promote the preservation of, public access to, travel within, and
enjoyment and appreciation of the open-air, outdoor areas and historic resources of the Nation,
trails should be established (1) primarily, near the urban areas of the Nation, and (i1) secondarily,
within scenic areas and along historic travel routes of the Nation which are often more remotely
located. It is further the purpose of this Act to encourage and assist volunteer citizen involvement
in the planning, development, maintenance, and management...of trails” (Sec. 2(a)(c)). The
BLM'’s management vision for the Old Spanish NHT is guided by this Act as well as by public
and D-E NCA Advisory Council input and BLM Manuals 6250 and 6280 (BLM 2012g). The
BLM and NPS, as joint administrators of the Old Spanish NHT, are developing a comprehensive
administrative strategy (CAS) that will guide administration of the NHT. The management actions
in this RMP will be reviewed for consistency with the final CAS, when approved.

1.4. Planning Process

RMPs provide broad guidance for managing public lands. FLPMA directs the BLM to develop
RMPs as the primary means to identify and allow for appropriate uses of public land. RMP
decisions guide future land management actions and subsequent site-specific implementation
decisions and help establish goals and objectives (desired outcomes) for resource management.
In addition, measures necessary for achieving the outcomes are expressed as actions (proactive
management techniques) and allowable uses (lands that are open or closed to certain uses),
including any stipulations or restrictions on uses.

This Proposed RMP was prepared in accordance with BLM planning regulations and guidance
issued under authority of FLPMA, as well as the Omnibus Act that established the D-E NCA and
the Wilderness. Within the Proposed RMP, an EIS was prepared in accordance with requirements
of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), CFR 1500-1508, BLM NEPA
Handbook (BLM 2008a), and BLM H-1601-1, Land Use Planning Handbook (BLM 2005).

This Proposed RMP is the culmination of over two years of collaborative effort and
communication among BLM stafft, local citizens, and local, State, tribal, and Federal agencies and
organizations. An advisory council, composed of 10 residents representing various communities
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and interests throughout the surrounding three-county area, was established to assist the BLM

in developing and implementing this Proposed RMP. The D-E NCA Advisory Council met 35
times prior to release of this Proposed RMP. Meetings were open to the public, with attendance
ranging from 10 to over 60 members of the public. The Council’s recommendations are further
detailed in section 1.7, Collaboration.

Other public involvement and outreach efforts in support of the planning process included the
following:

e A series of community conversations preceding (Mesa State College 2007) and following (CMU
2011) NCA designation in March 2009, led by the Natural Resource and Land Policy Institute
at Colorado Mesa University. These reports are available online: http://1.usa.gov/1qKkMVi.

e Visitor surveys conducted by the NRLPI. The resulting report (CMU 2011) is available online:
http://1.usa.gov/1gKkMVi.

o BLM press releases and monthly newsletters announcing major planning steps and providing
updates regarding the planning effort.

e A BLM project website designed to provide current information to interested and affected
members of the public (formerly at http://www.blm.gov/co/st/en/nca/denca.html; now at
http://1.usa.gov/1gKkMVi).

e An independent stakeholder process (involving landowners, conservationists, recreationists,
and business leaders) established to consider whether streams within the D-E NCA are suitable
for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

e Socioeconomic workshops conducted by the BLM in Delta and Grand Junction, Colorado
during fall 2011.

o Workshops soliciting public input on travel management within the D-E NCA, conducted by
the BLM in Delta and Grand Junction, Colorado during fall 2010.

The BLM initiated a 90-day public comment period immediately following the public release of
the Draft RMP, which was subsequently extended by 45 days. The public submitted comments
electronically through the BLM’s ePlanning website, by email, fax, regular mail, and submitted
written comments at Advisory Council meetings, the BLM’s public open house meetings, and
at the BLM Uncompahgre and Grand Junction Field Offices. The public’s role in shaping the
Proposed Plan Alternative is further detailed in section 1.9, Public Comments on the Draft RMP.

Following this public comment period, the BLM prepared a Proposed RMP, which includes the
BLM’s responses to public comments on the Draft RMP. The release of this Proposed RMP
initiates a 30-day protest period and 60-day Governor’s Consistency Review period. Following
the resolution of any protests of planning decisions and issues identified during the Governor’s
Consistency Review, the BLM will issue a Record of Decision (ROD)/Approved RMP. Figure 1.1
below shows the steps in the development of the D-E NCA RMP.
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Figure 1.1. Steps in D-E NCA RMP Development
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Implementation-Level Decisions

This Proposed RMP describes broad decisions dealing with proposed management actions,
special designations, and allowable uses. These types of decisions are called planning-level
decisions, and they are the majority of decisions within this Proposed RMP. Implementation-level
decisions are tied to a specific location and are used to implement planning-level decisions.
Appendix C in the BLM Handbook H-1601-1 (BLM 2005) provides program-specific guidance to
separate land use plan decisions from implementation decisions.

Most implementation-level decisions are developed following adoption of an RMP with
subsequent, site-specific environmental analyses. However, in some cases, implementation
decisions are made within this Proposed RMP. Where these implementation decisions are
described in Chapter 2, they are specifically labeled as “implementation actions.” When
implementation-level decisions are included in the impact analysis for an RMP, further NEPA
analysis is not required to begin implementing these decisions. Route designations in the
D-E NCA Comprehensive Travel and Transportation Management Plan (Appendix N) are
implementation-level decisions.

Subsequent management actions taken by the BLM to implement the guidance found within this
RMP may be based on the impact analysis done within this document (BLM 2008a). This allows
the BLM to narrow the focus of subsequent implementation-level environmental assessments
(EAs), because implementation-level EAs need not reanalyze effects that were already fully
analyzed in the broader RMP. Instead, the analysis for the implementation-level EA may focus on
the effects of the individual action that were not covered within the RMP.

With respect to the public process, only land use planning—level decisions are protestable under
the process outlined above. Implementation-level decisions are instead subject to various
administrative remedies, to be clarified within individual decision documents at the time the
BLM makes such decisions. . The reader should assume that decisions within Chapter 2 of this
Proposed RMP are land use planning—level decisions unless these decisions are specifically
labeled as “implementation actions.”

1.5. Scoping and Planning Issues

Scoping

The formal public scoping process for the D-E NCA RMP began on August 3, 2010, with the
publication of a notice of intent (NOI) in the Federal Register. This scoping period lasted
through October 1, 2010. Public outreach during this scoping period included two open
houses, a press release and information fliers posted in retail businesses and centers catering to
outdoor recreation and BLM information kiosks. Notices of the scoping meetings were also
emailed to interested individuals and posted on the BLM’s D-E NCA website (formerly at
http://www.blm.gov/co/st/en/nca/denca.html; now at http://1.usa.gov/1qgKkMVi).

The BLM received 66 unique emails, letters and comment forms during the public scoping period.
Over 2,000 identical form letters were received, which were treated as one letter.

Individual comments were identified within each submission, and categorized according to their
relevance to the D-E NCA RMP. Comments that addressed a planning issue were then further
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categorized, coded, entered into a database, and analyzed. Additional comments of relevance to

the D-E NCA RMP that were received during scoping for RMP revisions in the Grand Junction
and Uncompahgre Field Offices were included at this time as well.

In total, the BLM identified 264 planning issue comments, which were then further analyzed. Of
the 264 comments, 95 came from unaffiliated individuals, 14 came from public agencies, 13 came
from businesses, nine came from form letters and 133 came from nonprofit or citizen’s groups. No
written submissions were received from tribal governments or elected officials. Non-substantive
comments (e.g., those that did not address issues within the planning area or those that addressed
issues outside the jurisdiction of the BLM) were not included. The BLM used planning issue
comments in the development of the alternatives for the Draft RMP. Figure 1.2 below shows the
number of planning issue comments received during public scoping by issue category.

Air, Climate and Noise Cultural Resources

Wilderness
Energy Development

Wild and Scenic Rivers Fish and Wildlife

General Planning

Law Enforcement

Water and Soil Livestock Grazing

Visual Resource Management
Paleontology and Geology

Vegetation Management
Socio-economics

Special Designation Areas

Travel Management
Recreation

Recreation/Travel
Management

Figure 1.2. Categories of Comments Received during D-E NCA Public Scoping

Planning Issues Addressed in the Draft RMP

The process for developing, amending, or revising an RMP begins with identifying issues and
management concerns (40 CFR 1501.7; 43 CFR 1610.4-1). Generally, a planning issue is a point
of conflict or dispute over resource management activities, allocations, and/or land use associated
with the management of public lands. Issues may reflect new data, new or revised policies, and/or
changes in resource uses that may affect the planning area. In contrast, management concerns
are topics or points of dispute that involve a resource management activity and/or land use.
Generally, management concerns are more important to individuals or small groups, as opposed
to a planning issue that may have more widespread public interest.
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Internal (BLM staff) and external (general public and interest groups) scoping uncovered a great
many overlapping issues.

From the Omnibus Act, two overarching questions were initially identified as core planning
issues for this RMP:

1.  What decisions are necessary to conserve and protect the unique and important resources and
values of the D-E NCA, including the geological, cultural, archaeological, paleontological,
natural, scientific, recreational, wilderness, wildlife, riparian, historical, educational, and
scenic resources of the public land?

2. What decisions are necessary to conserve and protect the water resources of area streams,
based on seasonally available flows, and support aquatic, riparian and terrestrial species
and communities?

In addition, the following more specific issues were identified through internal and external
scoping:

1. Geological and Paleontological Resources: What is the appropriate mix between
information/education and protection/preservation for the paleontological resources in this
area?

2. Vegetation and Soils: What role should fire play in the D-E NCA and the Wilderness? What
treatments are necessary to reduce impacts associated with fire, insects, non-native/invasive
species and disease? What goals, objectives, and management actions, including desired
future conditions and land restoration priorities, are necessary to continue progress toward
achieving land health standards? Should the area continue to be available for existing uses,
and if so, what criteria should be established to ensure that these uses further the purposes
for which the D-E NCA was established? What areas of especially fragile soils will need
special attention?

3. Wildlife and Terrestrial Habitat: Where is special management needed to restore,
maintain, or enhance priority species (including special status species) and their habitats?
How should uses, including recreation, grazing, and motorized and mechanized vehicle use,
be managed to conserve, protect and enhance wildlife (including special status species)
and their habitats?

4. Aquatic, Wetlands and Riparian Areas, and Water Resources: What goals, objectives
and management priorities, including desired future conditions and riparian and aquatic
restoration priorities, are necessary to ensure that these water resources are of sufficient
quality and quantity to support aquatic, riparian, and terrestrial species and communities?
What additional water rights and instream flow protections, if any, are needed to maintain
and enhance the aquatic and riparian resources that were referenced in the legislation?

5. Cultural Resources: How should the cultural resources and archaeological values
(prehistoric and historic) of the area be protected and preserved, while still allowing for
appropriate information/education efforts? What areas within the larger landscape are
considered by Native Americans to be sacred sites or landscapes, and what management
measures are needed to ensure that traditional uses are able to occur and sites are protected?

6. Wilderness: How will the Wilderness be managed to protect wilderness values and provide
outstanding opportunities for solitude and/or primitive and unconfined recreation? How
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will grazing activities, including maintenance and construction of rangeland improvement
facilities, be managed to protect wilderness values? What use levels would provide those
experiences and outcomes while still protecting wilderness values in the Wilderness?

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics: What lands, if any, should be managed to prioritize
protection of wilderness values outside of the existing Wilderness and wilderness study
areas? How might the BLM otherwise manage lands with wilderness characteristics (outside
of existing Wilderness and WSASs) to preserve inventoried wilderness characteristics?

Visual Resources: Which visual resource management (VRM) classes will provide adequate
protection for the scenic resources and visual quality of the D-E NCA?

Air Resources (Air, Climate, and Noise): What effects might a changing climate have on
the resources in the planning area, and how would the resource management approach
respond? Which reasonably foreseeable activities under each alternative would produce
emissions, and what potential mitigation measures or carbon sequestration actions could be
taken? What types of management practices should be considered to reduce air quality
emissions and impacts, where they are predicted to be of concern?

Recreation: What recreational experiences and outcomes should be the focus of future
recreation management in the D-E NCA? How will recreational services and facilities
anticipate and proactively prepare for increased recreation use? What visitor services (e.g.,
facilities and developments) are necessary to provide for an optimal recreational experience
while also protecting the resources and the undeveloped nature of the D-E NCA? What
criteria should be placed on future special recreation permits (SRPs) to ensure protection of
the purposes for which the area was designated? What criteria should be placed on casual
recreational use activities to ensure protection of the purposes for which the area was
designated? What opportunities could be created for the D-E NCA trail system to connect
with the Grand Junction Riverfront Trail system?

Science and Education: What interpretive priorities could be established to enhance the
public’s understanding of the D-E NCA'’s resources? What restrictions should be placed on
scientific research within the D-E NCA?

Livestock Grazing: What facilities or changes in management, if any, are necessary to
properly administer the grazing program within the D-E NCA? How can the BLM facilitate
understanding of the historical and current role of grazing on public lands in the western
United States? What steps may need to be taken to resolve avoidable conflicts between
recreation and grazing? How should the BLM reduce the likelihood of interaction (and
disease transmission) between domestic sheep and desert bighorn sheep?

Transportation and Travel Management: What are the principal travel priorities for this
area for the public, as well as for administrative uses (e.g., research and monitoring, grazing
management, or emergency access)? What routes should be designated as open, closed, or
limited for all travel modes (from motorized to non-motorized), based on opportunities to
be provided and/or the need to protect resources? What travel system is needed to support
recreation demand in the D-E NCA? How might the BLM reduce trespass onto private lands?

Lands and Realty: Where might potential land tenure adjustments exist? How might
utility corridors, rights-of-way (ROWSs), and withdrawals affect the D-E NCA? What criteria
should be established to guide future decisions related to these public land uses?
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15. Special Designations: Is special management still warranted for the relevant and important
values recognized in the two existing ACEC nominations? Given the management that
will be developed to protect the resources identified in the Omnibus Act, what additional
lands should be considered for ACEC status? What stream segments, if any, are suitable
for designation as wild, scenic, or recreational? What additional resource conflicts, needed
visitor services, and recreation and interpretive opportunities should be resolved or
developed for the Old Spanish NHT? What protections should be implemented for the Old
Spanish NHT? Where might the BLM designate a watchable wildlife area in the D-E NCA?

16. Public Safety (Law Enforcement): What measures could the BLM take to protect private
property from trespass and/or vandalism? Are there actions that the BLM could take to
reduce trash dumping and littering on the public lands?

17. Socioeconomics: How might the BLM best work with the tourism industry, the State of
Colorado, visitor and convention bureaus, local businesses, and others to ensure visitors are
provided with the correct information, and to ensure that promotion of the area’s resources is
accomplished? How might the BLM craft its RMP to respond to future population growth
and demographic changes in the area surrounding the D-E NCA?

Planning Issues Considered but Not Further Analyzed

Some issues raised during the scoping process were considered but not carried forward for further
analysis. These issues were generally resolved by their appropriate placement into one or more of
the following classifications:

e Those that would be resolved through internal policy or administrative actions
e Those already required by law

e Those that were already being addressed, or would be addressed independently of the current
planning process

e Those determined to be beyond the scope of the current planning process. This includes issues
associated with areas outside of the planning area, or broader agency-wide or statewide issues.

In addition, Chapter 2 (specifically, section 2.3, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from
Detailed Analysis) describes three alternatives that were proposed by the public during scoping
and were considered by the BLM, but were subsequently eliminated from detailed analysis. These
are the No-Grazing Alternative, Designate Additional Wilderness Study Areas, and Describe
Existing and Reasonably Foreseeable Energy Development. The rationale for the decision to
eliminate these alternatives from detailed analysis is explained in section 2.3.

1.6. Planning Criteria and Legislative Constraints

Legislative Constraints

FLPMA established provisions for land use planning, land acquisition and disposition,
administration, rangeland management, rights-of-way, and designated management areas and the
repeal of certain laws and statutes. NEPA provides the basic national charter for environmental
responsibility and requires the consideration and public availability of information on the
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environmental impacts of major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human
environment. In concert, FLPMA and NEPA provide overarching guidance for all BLM activities.

Management of the Dominguez Canyon Wilderness must comply with the Wilderness Act of
1964. The Wilderness Act established a National Wilderness Preservation System and identified a
wilderness area as “an area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man,
where man himself is a visitor who does not remain.” The Wilderness Act goes on to further define
a wilderness area as “an area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval character and
influence, without permanent improvements or human habitation, which is protected and managed
so as to preserve its natural conditions.” More specific language within the Wilderness Act
pertains to the management of wilderness areas, including the Dominguez Canyon Wilderness.

Management of the Old Spanish NHT must comply with the National Trails System Act of 1968,
as amended. The National Trails System established a national system of trails and identified
national historic trails as “extended trails which follow as closely as possible and practicable the
original trails or routes of travel of national historic significance. Designation of such trails or
routes shall be continuous, but the established or developed trail, and the acquisition thereof, need
not be continuous on site. National historic trails shall have as their purpose the identification
and protection of the historic route and its historic remnants and artifacts for public use and
enjoyment” (Sec. 3(a)(3)).

The Omnibus Act included specific direction to guide decisions within the D-E NCA and the
Wilderness. In addition to designating both areas and defining the purpose of their designation,
the Omnibus Act included the following:

e “The Secretary shall allow only such uses of the Conservation Area as the Secretary determines
would further the purposes for which the Conservation Area is established.”

e “...motor vehicle use...shall be allowed only on roads and trails designated for use of motor
vehicles in the management plan that applies on the date of enactment of this Act.”

e “Subject to valid existing rights, all Federal land within the Conservation Area and the
Wilderness and all land and interests in land acquired by the United States within the
Conservation Area or the Wilderness is withdrawn from all forms of entry, appropriation, or
disposal under the public land laws; location, entry, and patent under the mining laws; and
operation of the mineral leasing, mineral materials, and geothermal leasing laws.”

e “..the Secretary shall issue and administer any grazing leases or permits in the Conservation
Area in accordance with the laws (including regulations) applicable to the issuance and
administration of such leases and permits on other land under the jurisdiction of the Bureau of
Land Management.”

e “The Secretary shall develop a comprehensive management plan for the long-term protection
and management of the Conservation Area....The management plan shall describe the
appropriate uses and management of the Conservation Area; be developed with extensive
public input; take into consideration any information developed in studies of the land within the
Conservation Area; and include a comprehensive travel management plan.”

e “The Secretary shall establish an advisory council, to be known as the Dominguez-Escalante
National Conservation Area Advisory Council, [to]....advise the Secretary with respect to the
preparation and implementation of the management plan.”
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Planning Criteria

Planning criteria are the standards, rules, and guidelines that help to guide data collection and
alternative formulation and selection in the RMP development process. In conjunction with
the planning issues, planning criteria ensure that the planning process is focused. The criteria
also help guide the final plan selection and provide a basis for judging the responsiveness of
the planning options.

The BLM developed preliminary planning criteria before public scoping meetings to set
sideboards for planning and to guide decision-making by topic.

The planning criteria were as follows:

1. The RMP must ensure the BLM conserves and protects those resources identified as purposes
in the Omnibus Act; and meets the additional legislative requirements of the Omnibus Act.

2. The RMP will cover public lands and split estate managed by BLM. No decisions will be
made relative to lands administered by entities other than BLM, and decisions made within
this RMP do not apply to private lands within the planning area.

3.  The RMP will be completed in compliance with FLPMA, NEPA, and all other applicable
laws, rules, regulations, policies, and guidelines—including environmental laws and
executive orders listed as supplemental authorities in Appendix 1 of H-1790-1 (BLM 2008a).

4. The RMP will consider guidance contained in applicable BLM manuals and handbooks,
including Manual 1601 (BLM 2000a), Handbook H-1601-1, Land Use Planning Handbook
(BLM 2005), and H-1790-1, BLM’s NEPA handbook (BLM 2008a).

5. Proposed management within the Wilderness will be consistent with the Wilderness Act.

6. To the extent possible, decisions in the plan will be compatible with the existing plans and
policies of adjacent local, State, and Federal agencies, as long as the decisions conform to
Federal laws and regulations that direct resource management on BLM lands.

7. The planning process will include an analysis of the potential impacts associated with the
proposed management alternatives, and an EIS will be completed alongside the development
of the RMP (43 CFR 1610 and 40 CFR 1500).

8. The RMP will recognize valid existing rights.

9. The BLM will recognize the specific niche that Federal lands provide, both to the nation
and to the surrounding community. A successful plan will be one that is responsive to both
national and community needs.

10. Public participation will be encouraged throughout the process. The BLM will collaborate
and build relationships with tribes, State and local governments, Federal agencies, local
stakeholders, and others in the community. Collaborators are regularly informed and offered
timely and meaningful opportunities to participate in the planning process.

11. The RMP will include a defined travel management network for the D-E NCA.

12. The RMP will incorporate the BLM’s Standards for Public Land Health and Guidelines
for Livestock Grazing Management in Colorado (BLM 1997 and Appendix D) and will
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lay out a strategy for ensuring that proper grazing practices are followed. Grazing will be
managed to maintain or improve the health of the BLM lands to enhance resource conditions
into permitted operations.

All proposed management actions and alternatives will consider current scientific
information, research and technology, as well as existing inventory and monitoring
information.

Specific planning decisions will be established to protect, enhance, and interpret the values
associated with the congressionally designated Old Spanish NHT, building on the ongoing
planning being completed for this resource at the national level.

The planning process will recognize the results of previous collaborative planning efforts,
and will focus ongoing collaborative effort so that collaborators can see that they make a
difference, within a time frame that is reasonable and achievable.

The RMP will include adaptive management criteria and protocols that are based on the
principles of clearly identified outcomes, monitoring to determine if management actions
are meeting outcomes, and a process for facilitating management changes that will best
ensure that outcomes are met or whether reevaluation is necessary. Where an adaptive
management approach is specified, the criteria that will trigger reevaluation of management
will be clearly identified.

The RMP will address management of livestock grazing leases and permits in accordance
with all applicable laws, rules, regulations, policies, and guidelines.

Lands within the D-E NCA will be inventoried for visual resource and assigned a VRM class
ranging from Class I to Class IV. These VRM classes will serve as guidance to ensure that
future management activities are designed to meet the assigned classes.

The planning process will consider activities that are necessary to control fire, insects and
disease in the NCA, including activities to control non-native, noxious and/or invasive
weeds, in accordance with the Wilderness Act and the D-E NCA’s enabling legislation.

The RMP will provide management direction for wildlife habitat on BLM-administered
public lands while recognizing the Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife’s (CPW’s)
responsibility to manage wildlife populations. The BLM will consult with CPW in
establishing policy for the purposes of ensuring public safety and land health, as well as
public use and enjoyment.

The RMP will evaluate the need for special designations or other management
determinations, as applicable, such as for public land surface waters eligible and suitable
for Congressional designation as wild and scenic rivers; and will provide an opportunity to
submit nominations for additional ACECs and re-evaluate existing ACEC designations.

The RMP will consider management direction in existing Fire Management Plans and will
carry forward existing decisions where they remain valid and responsive to the purposes
of the designation to provide overall fire/fuel management direction for the D-E NCA and
the Wilderness.
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23. Planning and management direction will be focused on the relative values of resources as
guided by the legislation and not the combination of uses that will give the greatest economic
return or economic output.

24. Decisions in existing plans (i.e., Grand Junction RMP; Uncompahgre Basin RMP) will be
considered during the process of developing the new RMP. Where existing decisions remain
valid and responsive to the purposes of the designation, they may be carried forward into
one or more alternatives.

1.7. Collaboration

Collaboration, Cooperating Agencies, and Communication with
Stakeholders

The benefits of enhanced collaboration among agencies in preparing NEPA analyses are many:
relevant information is disclosed early in the analytical process; available technical expertise and
staff support is used; duplication with other Federal, State, tribal, and local procedures is avoided;
and a mechanism for addressing intergovernmental issues is established. In addition to formal
scoping, the BLM implemented an extensive collaborative outreach and involvement process that
included working with Colorado Mesa University on community assessments, coordinating with
cooperating agencies, consulting with Native American tribes that have cultural and historical
ties to the region, and working closely with the D-E NCA Advisory Council. See Chapter 5,
Consultation and Coordination, for more detail.

Eight agencies agreed to become formal cooperating agencies for the development of the D-E
NCA RMP on the basis of their special expertise and/or legal jurisdiction. Each of these agencies
had an opportunity to suggest alternative management actions, contribute to the impact analysis,
and identify concerns with management actions early in the planning process and to work with the
BLM and the rest of the planning team to understand and resolve those concerns. The cooperating
agencies were as follows:

e City of Delta

City of Grand Junction

City of Montrose

Colorado Division of Natural Resources, including Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) and
Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB)

Delta County

Mesa County

Montrose County
e U.S. Forest Service (USFS)
In addition, the BLM consulted with the three federally recognized Ute tribes:

o Southern Ute Indian Tribe
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e Ute Mountain Ute Indian Tribe

e Ute Tribe of the Uintah and Ouray Reservation
Adyvisory Council

The Omnibus Act directed the Secretary of Interior to establish the D-E NCA Advisory Council.
The Omnibus Act directed that the Council shall advise the Secretary of Interior with respect to the
preparation and implementation of the management plan, in accordance with the Federal Advisory
Committees Act and FLPMA. As directed by the Omnibus Act, the Council is comprised of 10
members appointed by the Secretary of the Interior. Three members of the Advisory Council
represent the three county governments (Mesa, Delta, and Montrose Counties). One member is a
livestock grazing permittee and represents permittees holding grazing allotments within the NCA.
The remaining six members are residents of the three counties whose backgrounds reflect either
a) the purposes for which the NCA was established or b) the interests of the stakeholders that

are affected by the planning and management of the NCA. These members therefore represent
recreation (dispersed, motorized, and mechanized), cultural resources, environmental issues,
wilderness, restoration, science, education, wildlife, and ecology.

The Advisory Council was established in November 2010. During the development of the Draft
RMP, the Advisory Council met 25 times. All meetings were open to the public and provided
opportunity for public comment. During these meetings, the Advisory Council made numerous
recommendations for the BLM to consider while developing the Draft RMP. After the release of
the Draft RMP for public comment, the Advisory Council met 10 times to review the differences
between the Draft Preferred Alternative and the previous Council recommendations. As a
result of the discussions in those 10 meetings, the Advisory Council made the following formal
recommendations for the BLM to consider during development of the Proposed Plan Alternative:

1. Priority Species and Vegetation
e Support Alternative D for the management of mountain shrubland communities.

e Allow no new routes in sagebrush patches 60 acres or larger; it is acceptable to reroute
interior routes to the edges of a patch.

2. Wilderness

e Limit travel to designated routes in Wilderness Zone 1, with considerations for need to
water horses, cultural and heritage resources, hunting.

e Support Alternative E (the Draft Preferred Alternative) for group size limitations, so long
as BLM retains the flexibility to meet NCA goals regarding education and other values.

e Protect and restore supplemental values in all zones.
3. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

e Support Alternative D for Gibbler Mountain (ACEC) within the Cactus Park Special
Recreation Management Area; support a horse route or quiet trail as opportunities arise.

4. Recreation
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e In Ninemile Hill, manage for quiet use with exceptions for county-maintained roads and
pullouts; emphasize creating a long-distance motorized corridor with associated facilities.

e Keep Sawmill Mesa an extensive recreation management area (ERMA), with the area
north of the Escalante Rim Road set aside as a non-motorized SRMA for mountain biking.
Emphasize the use of existing routes, combining them to develop a new mountain bike
trail system, as resource conservation needs allow.

e Close the mouth of Big Dominguez to camping.
e Ban glass containers in the NCA.

e Allow physical geocaches in the NCA, except in the Wilderness, where they should only
be virtual. Geocaches already present should be grandfathered. Future sites should require
the BLM’s approval.

e Adopt the Draft RMP Alternative E’s proposals for target shooting and do not have any
more closures.

e Seck to have additional access points into the Wilderness, the NCA in general, and
especially along Bean Ranch Road in the Hunting Ground.

e Retain seasonal closures as in Alternative E of the Draft RMP and leave Farmer’s Canyon
Road open year-round.

5. Livestock Grazing
e Keep Rose Creek open to grazing but close the Bean Ranch allotment.
6. National Trails

e Protect the Old Spanish NHT, and use off-site rather than on-site interpretation.
1.8. Related Land Use Plans and Assessments

The D-E NCA RMP was developed concurrently with the revision of RMPs for two neighboring
BLM field offices: Grand Junction and Uncompahgre. The BLM’s interdisciplinary team (IDT)
formed for the development of this RMP consisted of representatives from both of these field
offices, and coordination between planning teams was a major part of the planning process for
this RMP. As a result, the BLM strived to ensure that the D-E NCA RMP was consistent with the
revised RMPs developed by adjacent field offices.

In addition, the BLM strived to ensure that the D-E NCA RMP was consistent with the plans of
the cooperating agencies identified in section 1.7 above. These plans include the following:

e Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests Land and Resource Management
Plan (USFS 1983), as amended.

® 1996 Delta County master plan (Delta County 1996). Countywide land use and growth plan for
Delta County.

e 2000 Mesa County master plan (Mesa County 2000). Countywide land use and growth plan for
Mesa County.
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e 2010 Montrose County master plan (Montrose County 2010). Countywide land use and growth
plan for Montrose County.

Other related plans include habitat and species-specific plans completed by CPW and recovery
plans completed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS).

Rapid Ecoregional Assessments

Rapid Ecoregional Assessments (REAs) are peer-reviewed documents that synthesize existing
science about resource conditions and trends within a particular ecoregion. In addition, REAs
establish landscape-scale, baseline ecological data that can be used when evaluating past and
future management actions. In 2012, the BLM completed a REA for the Colorado Plateau,
which encompasses the planning area. More information regarding the Colorado Plateau REA
(CPREA) can be found on the BLM Colorado website. Application of the CPREA was conducted
in accordance with BLM policy: Instruction Memorandum No. 2013-082 (I 2013-082), Use

of Regional Assessments.

The CPREA was completed after much of the analysis for the D-E NCA was already done.

A review of this REA revealed that it contains no significant new information. However, it

does support the PPSV framework used in the D-E NCA RMP planning. The CPREA is an
ecoregional-level document to be used as an informational tool by the BLM. The CPREA
identifies “change agents” associated with specific “conservation elements.” Change agents
include both natural and anthropogenic disturbance factors, and conservation elements include
ecological systems as well as wildlife species. Current distribution data layers used in the CPREA
are not significantly different from BLM layers used for D-E NCA PPSV analyses.

The CPREA addresses certain ecological systems as conservation elements, which mirror the
priority vegetation/habitats chosen for PPSV in the D-E NCA RMP. Specifically, the PPSV
1dentifies “desert shrub/saltbush,” whereas the CPREA identifies “inter-mountain basins mixed
salt desert scrub”; PPSV identifies “pinyon juniper woodlands,” whereas CPREA identifies
“pinyon juniper shrublands”; PPSV identifies “sagebrush shrublands,” whereas CPREA identifies
“inter-mountain basins big sagebrush shrublands”; and PPSV identifies “mountain shrub,”
whereas CPREA identifies “Rocky Mountain Gambel’s oak-mixed montane shrubland.” Both
PPSV and CPREA identify “riparian vegetation.”

PPSV monitoring proposed in the D-E NCA RMP will encompass the potential change agents
identified for ecological systems discussed in the CPREA, including the effects of fire frequency
and severity, invasive plants, and grazing. Additionally, the CPREA identifies certain wildlife
species as species conservation elements. One of these species, desert bighorn sheep, is also
identified by PPSV for the D-E NCA RMP. Important attributes listed for desert bighorn sheep
in the CPREA are habitat, climate, and disease, all of which are encompassed in the PPSV
framework. PPSV measures will take into account potential change agents listed for desert
bighorn sheep in the CPREA, including recreation, development, altered fire regime, invasive
plants, direct take, and grazing. The CPREA shows a series of data layers that represent models
of future potentials and are as valid as the data and assumptions used to create the models. The
resource specialist is advised of this when he or she is evaluating a specific CPREA model.
Models include projected near term (to the year 2025) status on a scale of “very high” to “very
low” vulnerability to change agents and development, including energy, agricultural, urban,
road, and recreation development.

Chapter 1 Introduction
Rapid Ecoregional Assessments June 2016



Dominguez-Escalante National 21
Conservation Area Proposed RMP

and Final EIS

Climate change models predict “very high” to “very low” potential for climate change in the
range of years 2015 to 2060. There are also energy development models; however, these may

be less predictive for the D-E NCA, as the NCA was withdrawn from mining, mineral leasing,
mineral materials, and geothermal leasing in its designating legislation, the Omnibus Act. Each
model considers drivers specifically identified for a particular conservation element (ecosystem or
species). Because of the relatively large scale of the CPREA compared to the D-E NCA—the D-E
NCA represents 0.004 percent of the Colorado Plateau area analyzed in the CPREA, with the
D-E NCA equaling approximately 210,000 acres and the Colorado Plateau equaling 46,855,140
acres—and the inherent uncertainty of modeling, specific CPREA analyses were not used to
inform the discussion of environmental consequences in the D-E NCA RMP. However, specific
CPREA model outcomes and maps may be used to help inform management decisions at the
implementation level, although these should be reviewed by resource specialists.

1.9. Public Comments on the Draft RMP

Distribution of the Draft RMP

The formal public comment period for the D-E NCA Draft RMP began on May 17, 2013, with the
publication of the notice of availability (NOA) in the Federal Register. The NOA, posters placed
in kiosks within the D-E NCA and at local libraries, announcements in local newspapers, and a
newsletter (sent to all those agencies, organizations, and members of the public that were on the
project distribution list) announced the availability of the Draft RMP and listed the time and place
for the scheduled BLM open house meetings.

The BLM distributed copies of the Draft RMP to those organizations and individuals who had
previously requested copies or submitted requests subsequent to the publication of the NOA. The
Draft RMP was also available at local public libraries in Delta and Grand Junction, at the local
BLM field offices, and for download from the BLM’s project website.

Comment Period and Open House Meetings

Under BLM planning regulations, a Draft EIS public comment period must last for at least 90
days. Initially, the BLM set a 90-day public comment period that lasted until August 24, 2013.
Before the end of the comment period, BLM received multiple requests to extend the comment
period and subsequently extended the comment period by another 30 days to September 23, 2013.

The BLM hosted two open house meetings (see Table 1.3) to provide the public with opportunities
to hear an overview and ask questions about the project and planning process, to meet the RMP
team members, to review dozens of resource-specific maps, and to offer comments. The open
house format was chosen over the more formal public meeting format to encourage broader
participation and to allow attendees to talk with BLM representatives in an informal setting.

Table 1.3. Draft RMP Open House Schedule and Attendance

Venue Location Date Attendance
Colorado Mesa University Center | Grand Junction June 17, 2013 30
Bill Heddles Recreation Center Delta June 19, 2013 60
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Comment Collection and Analysis

At the open house meetings, attendees were able to submit comments directly to the BLM
through an ePlanning online comment portal or as written statements. All written comments
received by BLM were logged, categorized, evaluated, and considered in the preparation of the
Proposed Plan Alternative. Methods of submitting comments included email, comment forms,
letters, facsimiles, and through the BLM’s ePlanning website. Most comments were submitted
electronically by email.

Over 1,300 written comment letters (called “submissions”) were received. As letters were
received, they were assigned a unique identifying number. Several different organizations
generated form letters for the public comment period and gave members of the public access
to those form letters, which they either submitted individually or collectively through the
organizations. These form letters were essentially identical. Where an individual altered the
contents of the form letters or made additional remarks, these changes were noted as individual
comments and were treated like all other distinct comments, as described below.

Exclusive of the form letters, the BLM received 281 distinct written submissions. Within these
submissions, approximately 1,585 distinct comments were identified for review by BLM
specialists and managers.

Comments by Issue Category

The BLM coded over 1,500 distinct comments according to comment categories. Many comments
were coded to multiple comment categories. The categories included resources, resource uses,
and special designations discussed in the Draft RMP, as well as authorities and NEPA and RMP
procedural issues. Table 1.4 shows the number of comments for each of the categories. The
categories with the most comments (over 5 percent each) were recreation and comprehensive
travel and transportation management. Comments that simply expressed approval or disapproval
of an individual alternative or action without explanation were considered non-substantive
comments (see “Comment Responses” below), and the BLM typically did not respond to them.
Appendix U, The BLM’s Responses to Public Comments provides further details.

Table 1.4. Public Comments by Issue Category

Section Number in Issue Category, or Section Percentage of Total

Appendix U of This in the D-E NCA Draft Number of Comments

Document RMP (DT

U3.1 Non-Substantive Comments 326 18.4%

U3.2 COMMENTS ON AUTHORITIES

U3.2.1 Constitutionality and State 2 0.1%
Rights

U3.2.2 Statutory Authorities 8 0.5%

U.3.23 R.S. 2477 Rights-of-Way 9 0.5%

U33 Request for Extension of 2 0.1%
Public Comment Period

U3.4 Implementation-Level 31 1.8%
Comments

U35 Comments Regarding Other 2 0.1%
Planning Areas
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Section Number in Issue Category, or Section Percentage of Total
Appendix U of This in the D-E NCA Draft Number of Comments C "
Document RMP omments
U3.6 Route-Specific Comments 25 1.4%
Made Prior to Draft RMP
Release
U.3.7 GENERAL COMMENTS ON THE ENTIRE DRAFT RMP
U.3.7.1 Data Adequacy 2 0.1%
U3.7.2 Range of Alternatives 2 0.1%
U.3.73 Need for a Monitoring Plan 1 0.1%
U.3.8 COMMENTS ON CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION
U.3.8.1 Purpose of and Need for the 4 0.2%
Plan
U.3.8.2 Planning Process 11 0.6%
U.3.9 COMMENTS ON CHAPTERS 2-4: RESOURCES
U.3.9.1 Geological and 6 0.3%
Paleontological Resources
U3.9.2 Priority Vegetation and 60 3.4%
Habitats
U393 Special Status Species and 21 1.2%
Natural Communities-Plants
U394 Special Status 39 2.2%
Species and Natural
Communities-Wildlife
U3.95 Special Status 30 1.7%
Species and Natural
Communities-Desert
Bighorn Sheep
U.3.9.6 Non—Special Status Fish 36 2.0%
and Wildlife
U.3.9.7 Noxious and Invasive 9 0.5%
Weeds
U.3.9.8 Fire and Fuels 2 0.1%
U.3.9.9 Soils and Water Quality 19 1.1%
U.3.9.10 Climate and Climate Change 6 0.3%
U.3.9.11 Cultural Resources 23 1.3%
U.3.9.12 Wilderness 40 2.3%
U.3.9.13 Lands with Wilderness 33 1.9%
Characteristics
U.3.9.14 Scenic Resources 7 0.4%
U.3.9.15 Air Resources 6 0.3%
U.3.10 COMMENTS ON CHAPTERS 2-4: RESOURCE USES
U.3.10.1 Recreation 400 22.6%
U.3.10.2 Recreational Target 73 4.1%
Shooting
U.3.10.3 Scientific Use 2 0.1%
U.3.104 Educational Use 7 0.4%
U.3.10.5 Livestock Grazing 63 3.6%
U.3.10.6 Transportation and Travel 53 3.0%
Management
U.3.10.7 Land Tenure and Land Use 14 0.8%
Authorizations
U.3.11 COMMENTS ON CHAPTERS 2-4: SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS
U3.11.1 Areas of Critical 48 2.7%
Environmental Concern
U3.11.2 National Trails 4 0.2%

June 2016
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Section Number in Issue Category, or Section
Appendix U of This in the D-E NCA Draft Number of Comments
Document RMP
U3.11.3 Wild and Scenic Rivers 30 1.7%

Percentage of Total
Comments

U3.11.4 Wilderness Study Areas 3 0.2%

U.3.11.5 Watchable Wildlife Areas 7 0.4%
U.3.12 COMMENTS ON CHAPTERS 2-4: SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONCERNS
U.3.12.1 Public Safety 1 0.1%
U.3.12.2 Social and Economic 46 2.6%
Conditions
U.3.13 COMMENTS ON 2 0.1%
CHAPTER 5:
CONSULTATION AND
COORDINATION
U.3.14 COMMENTS 2 0.1%
ON APPENDIX
A: PLANNING
FOR PRIORITY
VEGETATION/
HABITATS AND
SPECIES

U.3.15 COMMENTS ON 4 0.2%
APPENDIX B:
DESCRIPTION
OF SURFACE
DISTURBANCE
RESTRICTIONS
U.3.16 COMMENTS ON 11 0.6%
APPENDIX C:
BIGHORN/DOMESTIC
SHEEP PROBABILITY
OF INTERACTION
MODEL

U.3.17 COMMENTS ON 3 0.2%
APPENDIX I: SPECIAL
RECREATION PERMIT
PROGRAM OVERVIEW
U.3.18 COMMENTS ON APPENDIX J: BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES
FOR MANAGEMENT ACTIONS

U.3.18.1 Water Resources 2 0.1%
U.3.18.2 Noxious and Invasive Weed 3 0.2%
Prevention
U.3.18.3 Fish and Wildlife 2 0.1%
Management and Special
Status Species

U.3.19 COMMENTS ON 3 0.2%
APPENDIX K.
CRITERIA FOR THE
PLACEMENT OF
TRAILS

U.3.20 COMMENTS ON APPENDIX N: COMPREHENSIVE TRAVEL AND
TRANSPORTATION MANAGEMENT PLAN

U.3.20.1 Comments on the Travel 31 1.8%
Management Planning
Process
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Section Number in Issue Category, or Section Percentage of Total
Appendix U of This in the D-E NCA Draft Number of Comments g
Comments
Document RMP
U.3.20.2 Route-Specific Travel 193 10.9%
Management Comments
TOTAL 1769 100.0%

Comment Responses

The BLM carefully considered each person's or organization’s viewpoint to first determine
whether a comment was substantive or non-substantive in nature. According to NEPA, the BLM
is required to identify and formally respond to all substantive public comments. On the basis of
CEQ regulations, a substantive comment does one or more of the following:

e Questions, with a reasonable basis, the accuracy of the information and/or analysis in the EIS.
e Questions, with a reasonable basis, the adequacy of the information and/or analysis in the EIS.

e Presents reasonable alternatives other than those described in the Draft RMP that meet the
purpose and need of the proposed action and address significant issues.

e Questions, with a reasonable basis, the merits of an alternative or alternatives.
e Causes changes in or revisions to the proposed action.
e Questions, with a reasonable basis, the adequacy of the planning process itself.

Non-substantive comments simply state a position in favor of or against an alternative or a
management action proposed in an alternative; merely agree or disagree with BLM policy;
provide information not directly related to issues or impact analyses; or otherwise express an
unsupported personal preference or opinion.

The BLM reviewed and considered all non-substantive comments, but did not provide formal
responses to such comments. Although non-substantive comments, including personal
preferences and opinions, may have been considered by the BLM’s IDT, they generally did
not affect the analysis.

A single comment that addressed multiple issues was coded for several specialists to review. For
example, a comment that related to water quality, fisheries, and recreational fishing was coded
for review by a hydrologist (water resources), a biologist (fisheries), and an outdoor recreation
planner (recreational fishing). Sometimes it was necessary for the entire IDT to review and
respond to comments. In addition to simply categorizing by issue, the BLM further grouped those
categorized comments on the basis of their pertinence to the major sections of the RMP. If a
comment questioned the analysis, the BLM coded the comment to Chapter 4 for each particular
issue. If the comment provided new information about the affected environment, the BLM coded
the comment as pertinent to Chapter 3 for each particular issue. The BLM coded management
action comments to Chapter 2 for each particular issue.

All identified comments were distributed by comment issue/category to the appropriate IDT
specialists in the D-E NCA, GJFO, UFO, and BLM Colorado State Office for review, summary,
and response. For instances in which a number of comments addressed the same or similar issues,
the BLM specialists crafted a collective summary and response for that group of comments. In
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analyzing and incorporating comments, the BLM emphasized the content of the comment rather
than the number of times the same comment was received. Ultimately, the BLM considered
every comment, whether it came repeatedly from many people with the same message, from an
organization, or from a single person raising a substantive concern.

The BLM changed many line items in the matrix after careful consideration of public comments.
The D-E NCA also discussed summaries of substantive public comments with cooperating agency
representatives and with the Advisory Council. The BLM’s comment summaries and responses
can be found in Appendix U. Modifications to the Draft Preferred Alternative are shown in the
Chapter 2 Alternatives Matrix, in the “Proposed Plan Alternative” column.

For route-specific (“route-by-route”) comments, the BLM inserted all comments into a travel
management database designed by a local university student in conjunction with the BLM.
These comments were then reviewed and considered by the IDT during the development of
the Proposed RMP Travel Management Plan. The team reviewed comments for each route
as it developed the route’s proposed designation. The resulting report of route-specific public
comments is in Appendix U. A more in-depth explanation of the travel management planning
process can be found in Appendix N.

1.10. Implementation and Monitoring of the Resource
Management Plan

Implementation of the RMP would begin when the Colorado BLM State Director signs the
ROD for the RMP. Decisions in the RMP would be tied to the BLM budgeting process. An
implementation schedule would be developed, providing for systematic accomplishment of
decisions in the approved RMP. The BLM will prepare supplementary rules in order to provide
full authority to BLM Law Enforcement to enforce management decisions made in the approved
RMP pursuant to the BLM’s authority under 43 CFR 8365.1-6. During implementation of

the RMP, site-specific analysis may be required, which can vary from a simple statement of
conformance with the ROD to more complex documents that analyze several alternatives. For
example, an EA could be required for some large-scale implementation decisions, such as travel
management decisions. An EA documents the NEPA requirements for site-specific actions. The
RMP would be monitored and periodically evaluated based on guidance in the BLM’s Land
Use Planning Handbook, H-1601-1 (BLM 2005). Monitoring is the process of tracking and
documenting the implementation (or the progress of implementation) of land use plan decisions.
Evaluation is the process of reviewing the land use plan and the periodic plan monitoring
reports to determine whether the land use plan decisions and NEPA analysis are still valid and
where the plan is being implemented. As outlined in BLM’s Land Use Planning Handbook,
H-1601-1 (BLM 2005), the plan should be periodically evaluated (at a minimum every 5 years) as
documented in an evaluation schedule. Revisions or amendments to the RMP may be necessary
to accommodate changes in resource needs, policies, or regulations. Other decisions would be
issued in order to fully implement the RMP.

1.11. Changes to the Draft RMP

Changes to the Draft RMP were made largely in response to public comment, cooperating agency
review, Advisory Council recommendations, and extensive internal BLM review. These changes
are shown as grey-highlighted text (or white-highlighted text if on a dark background) throughout
this document. Though many changes to the Draft RMP were editorial in nature or were simple
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updates to data used in the analysis, some changes were made to the actions presented in the Draft
RMP. Overall, these changes represented components of alternatives presented in the Draft EIS
and do not necessitate a supplemental analysis.

Throughout development of the Proposed RMP, the BLM made editorial changes to improve
clarity and technical changes to correct errors. The BLM added new information on resources and
resource use. Furthermore, due to previously inaccurate data sets, unknown sources, or outdated
information, the BLM corrected and updated geographic information system (GIS) information
(e.g., acreage figures and associated quantifications).

In Chapter 2, the BLM often made changes to individual management actions in the Draft
Preferred Alternative to combine management approaches and tools from a variety of alternatives,
in order to provide a complete toolset to meet the associated goals and objectives for such actions.
For example, Alternative B emphasized use restriction for many actions, while Alternative C
emphasized more intensive management, such as treatments. The Proposed Plan Alternative, by
contrast, often combines the use of both restrictions and intensive management to implement a
variety of actions. The more noteworthy changes that the BLM made to Chapter 2, including
key changes to the Draft Preferred Alternative, which has been replaced by the Proposed Plan
Alternative, are described below.

Climate Change

In Chapter 2, Elements Common to All Alternatives, the Proposed Plan Alternative has more
explicitly clarified the BLM’s approach to incorporating the localized impacts of climate change
into its management of the D-E NCA. Consistent with the framework and objectives for managing
priority species and vegetation (PPSV, see Appendix A), the BLM will create climate vulnerability
assessments for these target species and vegetation communities in order to implement the goals
and objectives for these biological resources. Using appropriate indicators, the BLM can identify
accelerated change that extends beyond the bounds of the target indicator standards found within
the PPSV framework for the D-E NCA. This would enable the BLM to identify any such at-risk
or declining species and communities and modify its management approach accordingly.

Priority Species and Vegetation

e In order to minimize sagebrush fragmentation and restore the extent of more intact sagebrush
within the D-E NCA, the Proposed Plan Alternative restricts route construction in sagebrush
patches 60 acres or larger and prioritizes reroutes that would result in a higher proportion of
larger patches. This is slightly more restrictive than the Draft Preferred Alternative, but less
restrictive than Alternatives B and C.

e Vegetation treatments/active management in the mountain shrub community would be used to
reach PPSV objectives as appropriate, similarly to under Alternatives A, C, and D. This is a
more active management approach than presented in the Draft Preferred Alternative.

Special Status Species

e To protect bighorn production habitat from all types of disruptive activities and further
fragmentation, the Proposed Plan Alternative would limit construction of a new foot and horse
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trail system in the Ninemile Hill recreation management area (RMA) to the area above the rim
of the Gunnison Slopes. Alternatives A, B, and C would not construct this new route system,
while the Draft Preferred Alternative would have constructed it without the limitation.

e Two grazing allotments that span across Highway 50 from the D-E NCA into BLM’s
Uncompahgre Field Office would be divided at the NCA boundary for a more practical
management approach. Those portions within D-E NCA would then be identified as having a
high probability of interaction with bighorn sheep. These are administrative changes to divide
the allotment at the boundary of the D-E NCA, and they do not change any lands allocated
for grazing.

e The Proposed Plan Alternative prohibits the use of pack goats within D-E NCA to minimize
associated risk of disease transmission to bighorn sheep (same as Alternative B).

e Measures were incorporated in the Proposed Plan Alternative for BLM to consider, should
the proposed risk management measures fail to prevent domestic and desert bighorn sheep
association. These measures are derived from the Western Association of Fish and Wildlife
Agencies (WAFWA) recommendations included as guidance in Alternatives C, D, and the
Draft Preferred Alternative.

e Several protective measures associated with each risk category are updated to reflect public
input. Similar herd numbers are proposed across categories of risk, but High-Risk allotments
would be restricted to a shorter period of use.

Fish and Wildlife

e To protect big game from disturbance during the winter season, the Proposed Plan Alternative
carries forward the seasonal closure from December 1 to April 30 for motorized and
mechanized travel in winter concentration areas. However, in response to substantial public
comment regarding the motorized recreational demands within Cactus Park in the early winter
and spring, the Proposed Plan Alternative excludes Farmers Canyon Road from the seasonal
closure. The Farmers Canyon route would remain open year-round to provide a motorized
“loop” opportunity until a new route can be connected north of Farmers Canyon outside the
seasonal closure area.

Wilderness

e In response to public comment about managing the Wilderness for a more appropriate balance
between the different wilderness values, the Proposed Plan Alternative limits a variety of active
management actions in the Wilderness to instances when PPSV indicators are poor/fair. A more
conservative approach to maintaining and restoring naturalness within the Wilderness lessens
the trammeling impacts associated with such on-the-ground management.

e In response to public comment about use patterns within Wilderness Zone 1, travel in Zone
1 1s open for foot travel (same as Alternatives A, B, and D) and limited to existing trails for
horses only (less restrictive than Alternative C and the Draft Preferred Alternative but more
restrictive than Alternatives A, B, and D).

e Group size in Wilderness Zone 1 would be limited to 25 people or fewer, while size limits in
Zones 2 and 3 would be simplified and both limited to 12 or fewer people to increase the
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likelihood and ability of recreationists to comply. This is more restrictive than Alternatives A
and B, but less restrictive than Alternatives C, D, and the Draft Preferred Alternative.

e The Gunnison River SRMA, which overlaps with the Wilderness, is carried forward in the
Proposed Plan Alternative. Because of the emphasis on boating recreation within the SRMA,
in the Proposed Plan Alternative, the mouth of Big Dominguez would be closed to non-boating
overnight camping from May 1 through Labor Day weekend. SRMA management objectives
for non-motorized boating would be furthered by closing BLM campsites and BLM boat
ramps to motorized boats from May 1 to Labor Day weekend. These measures are slightly less
restrictive than analyzed in the Draft Preferred Alternative.

Recreational Use

e Firewood collection areas would be evaluated yearly and designated by the BLM in order to
conserve, protect or enhance biological and/or cultural resources. Similarly, Christmas tree
cutting areas would be evaluated and designated on an annual basis, where doing so helps meet
goals and objectives established for biological resources in the NCA. These actions are similar
to those in the Draft Preferred Alternative but include more detail.

e In response to public comments regarding geocaching, the Proposed Plan Alternative proposes
to allow physical geocaches outside the Wilderness boundary with prior BLM approval,
similarly to under Alternative C. Only earth caches would be allowed within the Wilderness,
similarly to under the Draft Preferred Alternative.

e Glass containers would be banned at the Potholes Recreation Site in Escalante Canyon and
would be banned in the Gunnison River SRMA. This is similar to what would happen under
Alternative C.

e In order to provide adequate protection to the priority species and vegetation within the NCA,
only non-motorized, non-mechanized recreational gold panning of material from below the
surface of the water is permitted in the Proposed Plan Alternative. This is more restrictive
than Alternatives A and D, but less restrictive than Alternatives B, C, and the Draft Preferred
Alternative.

e Cottonwood/Dry Fork will not be managed as an SRMA in the Proposed Plan Alternative
(same as Alternatives A, B, and C). Managing these areas for their wilderness characteristics
would lead to a similar recreation outcome as managing the areas as SRMAs.

e In response to public comment regarding recreational uses in the Ninemile Hill area, the
boundary in the Proposed Plan Alternative was modified to increase the size of the neighboring
motorized Cactus Park SRMA, effectively reducing the Ninemile Hill RMA and allowing for
more motorized access to a desired vista and recreational setting in that region of the NCA. The
Cactus Park SRMA included this additional area in Alternative C. Ninemile Hill is proposed to
be managed as an ERMA with opportunities for foot/horse recreation.

Livestock Grazing

e To reflect a terminology change in associated BLM policy, the Proposed Plan Alternative
redefines “trailing” as a specific and permitted activity: the active movement of livestock that
occurs within the terms and conditions of an existing grazing permit. Other active movement of
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livestock outside of an existing grazing permit, which requires a temporary use authorization
under 43 CFR 4130.6-3, is defined as “crossing.” Throughout the Proposed RMP, “trailing” is
generally replaced by the more generic term “active movement” to reflect the true intent of the
management action to limit certain areas to active movement of livestock, whether or not a
crossing permit is required by current BLM policy (see Glossary for definitions of “trailing”
and “crossing.”

e The Proposed Plan Alternative did not close Rose Creek to grazing, but instead limited the area
to active movement only. This is the same as Alternatives A and D.

e Similarly to under all alternatives, in the Proposed Plan Alternative, livestock grazing permits
will include seasonal utilization limits for palatable forage that reflect best management
practices (BMPs) and are consistent with meeting land health standards or other biological
objectives. An explicit maximum utilization target, as identified in the Draft Preferred
Alternative, has been removed, so that appropriate utilization levels can be set during
implementation based on site-specific allotment conditions.

e Acreages and AUM (see Glossary for definition) calculations for grazing allocations in all
alternatives have been corrected to account for errors made in the Draft RMP and to generate
consistent categories of areas that are available to grazing. Changes to AUMs and acres
available to grazing from the Draft RMP are shaded in grey. Areas available to grazing include
those open to grazing, whether currently allotted or unallotted, and areas limited to active
movement only (of currently allotted acres).

Lands and Realty

The Proposed RMP clarifies the distinction between right-of-way exclusion areas, right-of-way
avoidance areas, and utility corridors. Those areas were not distinguished from one another in the
Draft RMP, despite functional differences in the extent of resource use and resource protection
within each category.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

e Under the Proposed Plan Alternative, the Gunnison Gravels ACEC will continue to be
managed. The highest level of protection for its unique geological resources would be obtained
through a no surface disturbance restriction, which replaces the site-specific relocation (SSR)
restriction that was applied to the area in the Draft Preferred Alternative.

e In response to substantial public comment, Gibbler Mountain is carried forward in the
Proposed Plan Alternative as an ACEC. To achieve a balance between this designation and the
overlapping designation of the Cactus Park SRMA, which would be managed for future trail
development, the area of surface disturbance restriction within the Gibbler ACEC is lowered
from 200 meters to a 100-meter buffer for BLM sensitive plant occurrences.
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Lands with Wilderness Characteristics

e To maximize management flexibility to create and reroute recreational trails within units
proposed to be managed for their wilderness characteristics, the No Surface Disturbance
restriction was changed to a SSR restriction in the Proposed Plan Alternative.

e The overlapping designation of these units as an SRMA is removed in the Proposed Plan
Alternative. Managing lands for wilderness characteristics entails managing for primitive and
unconfined recreation, which provides a similar recreation outcome.

Chapter 1 Introduction
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2.1. Introduction

Land use planning regulations and NEPA require the BLM to develop a reasonable range of
alternatives during the planning process. The basic intent of developing alternatives is to prepare
different possible management scenarios that

e Address the identified major planning issues

e Explore opportunities to enhance or expand resources or resource uses
e Resolve conflicts among resources and resource uses

e Meet the purpose of and need for the RMP as defined in the EIS

Alternatives help the BLM and the public understand the various ways of addressing conflicts
concerning alternative uses of available resources, and they also provide the BLM decision maker
with a reasonable range of alternatives upon which to make an informed decision. The impact
analysis chapter of the EIS (Chapter 4) complements this chapter by projecting what would
happen in the future if any of the alternatives were implemented, thus allowing the consequences
of the decisions to be understood.

For each alternative within an RMP, the BLM establishes desired outcomes (goals and objectives)
for management of public lands and identifies the management actions and allowable uses
necessary to achieve those desired outcomes. Because RMPs are broad in scale, site-specific
implementation-level decisions are typically made after the RMP is adopted. In some cases
these implementation-level decisions are included within the RMP and incorporated within

the alternatives. Where implementation-level decisions are included in this Proposed RMP,

they are labeled as “implementation actions” (see section 1.4 of this Proposed RMP for details
regarding this distinction).

Each of the plan, implementation, and support decisions are characterized in the plan as goals,
objectives, management actions, and allowable uses. These are defined as follows:

Goals describe broad direction and desired conditions for each resource or resource use. The
goals stay the same for all alternatives. Goals are derived from the Omnibus Act of 2009 and
BLM policy guidance.

Objectives describe more detailed outcomes or “desired future conditions” for different
components of the resource or resource use that meet the overall goals. Some objectives are
common to all alternatives, whereas others vary by alternative.

Management Actions describe efforts that BLM managers anticipate taking to achieve the
objectives (e.g., prescribed burning, road decommissioning, monitoring), based on the best
available information and technology at the time of plan development. As new information,
technology, or practices become available or established, certain management actions may be
added, modified, or discontinued to incorporate the best available science using an adaptive
management approach. Any modified or new actions would be consistent with the plan
objectives. Also, if new information shows that an action conflicts with an objective, then that
action would be discontinued. In other words, the objectives take precedence over the actions
in this adaptive approach.

Allowable Uses: For the use-oriented programs (e.g., grazing, recreation, and travel management)
the RMP also identifies allowable public uses and limitations on these uses.

Chapter 2 Alternatives
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Some of the decisions identified in this plan would be in effect as soon as the Record of Decision
is signed; others may require several years to fully implement. Following approval of the

RMP, an implementation strategy will be developed to establish priorities and time lines for
implementing the plan.

2.2. Alternative Development

The D-E NCA was designated under the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009.
Subsequent to the D-E NCA'’s designation, BLM staff began identifying preliminary planning
criteria and planning issues to be addressed through the development of alternatives. Planning
criteria and planning issues to be addressed through the development of alternatives were also
identified by the public throughout the planning process. Public input was provided through
public scoping, which lasted from August 2010 to October 2010. Public comments relevant

to the D-E NCA that were received during the scoping periods for the Grand Junction and
Uncompahgre Field Offices” RMP revisions were also considered. Other forms of public input
included focus groups and survey data provided to the BLM by Colorado Mesa University, travel
management comments, meetings of the D-E NCA Advisory Council and additional letters and
emails provided to the BLM. The BLM also considered ACEC nominations submitted during any
of the three public scoping periods described above.

The legislation establishing the D-E NCA required that an Advisory Council be formed to advise
the BLM during development of the RMP. Under the Federal Advisory Committee Act, 5 U.S.C.
App. 2, Secretary of the Interior Ken Salazar approved the Council members in December 2010,
and the Council convened its first meeting in January 2011.

Once the Advisory Council was in place in January 2011, the BLM began work on developing
alternatives for the D-E NCA. BLM staff members from the D-E NCA, Grand Junction Field
Office and Uncompahgre Field Office all contributed to this alternatives development process.

In addition, cooperating agencies and the D-E NCA Advisory Council were provided with
opportunities to provide input to the BLM throughout the alternative development process. From
January 2011 through January 2012, the BLM developed four alternatives (including the No
Action Alternative) for detailed analysis. In the spring of 2012, the BLM developed a Draft
Preferred Alternative (Alternative E) that drew on components of all four alternatives but resulted
in a different combination of goals, objectives, allowable uses, and management actions to
respond to the purpose and need.

After the public comment period on the Draft RMP in the summer of 2013, the BLM considered
public comments and final Advisory Council recommendations to develop a Proposed Plan
Alternative. The Proposed Plan Alternative is largely based on the Draft Preferred Alternative,
but it also has components from each of the other Draft alternatives.

2.3. Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed
Analysis

Some alternatives raised during the scoping process were considered but not carried forward for
further analysis. These alternatives were generally addressed by classifying them as follows:

e Those that would be addressed through internal policy or administrative actions
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e Those already required by law

e Those that were already being addressed, or would be addressed independently of the current
planning process

e Those determined to be beyond the scope of the current planning process. These included
alternatives associated with areas outside of the planning area, or broader agency-wide or
statewide alternatives.

Below are three alternatives that were proposed by the public during scoping and were considered
by the BLM but subsequently eliminated from detailed analysis.

No-Grazing Alternative

The BLM considered but did not analyze in detail an alternative that would make all 210,012
acres of public land in the planning area unavailable for livestock grazing, because such an
alternative is not reasonable, viable, or necessary in light of resource conditions and BLM’s
consideration of a range of alternatives that includes a meaningful reduction in livestock grazing.
Livestock grazing is a well-established use within the BLM’s multiple-use mandate under
FLPMA and a traditional use of the D-E NCA. Consistent with the 2009 Omnibus Act, the BLM
issues and administers grazing leases or permits in the Conservation Area in accordance with the
laws applicable to the issuance and administration of such leases and permits on other lands under
the jurisdiction of the BLM (Appendix Q).

In accordance with BLM H-1601-1, Land Use Planning Handbook (BLM 2005), and BLM I
2012-169, the BLM considered a range of alternatives with respect to both areas that are available
and unavailable for livestock grazing and the amount of forage allocated to livestock on an
area-wide basis. The range of alternatives considered includes a meaningful reduction in livestock
grazing, both through reduction in areas available to livestock grazing and forage allocation. The
BLM developed a range of alternatives that sharply defines the issues and provides a clear basis
for choice among options by the decision maker. Under Alternative B, the BLM analyzed making
21,589 acres and five grazing allotments unavailable to livestock use, analyzed limiting livestock
use to active movement only on 12,756 acres, and analyzed a forage reduction of 4,369 AUMs.
Alternative B is also expected to result in future AUM reductions because of limitations on new
livestock facilities, reduced forage utilization standards, restrictions on livestock use in riparian
areas, and because all vacated or relinquished allotments would be closed.

In addition, all alternatives would allow suitable measures that could include a reduction

or elimination of livestock grazing in specific situations where livestock grazing causes or
contributes to conflicts with the protection or management of other resource values or uses. Such
determinations, which are based on the outcomes of monitoring and land health assessments
(LHAs), would be made during site-specific activity planning and associated environmental
review. Livestock grazing is authorized by term permits lasting for up to 10 years and permit
renewal is a discretionary action dependent on compliance with terms and conditions of the
expiring permit, as well as monitoring and rangeland health assessments. During the permit
renewal process the BLM may analyze a no grazing alternative at the site-specific level.

Current resource conditions on BLM-administered land, including range vegetation, watershed,
and wildlife habitat, as reflected in LHAs, do not warrant prohibition of livestock grazing
throughout the D-E NCA. Such a blanket prohibition, in the absence of resource conflicts,
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would not meet the purpose and need of this RMP and would be inconsistent with the policy
objectives of the D-E NCA. However, as described above, the range of alternatives does include a
meaningful reduction in grazing throughout the D-E NCA. For the purpose of this analysis, the
range of alternatives in livestock grazing management provide for consideration of substantially
reduced grazing on the public lands. Impacts from such a management approach are described in
Chapter 4 of this document.

Designate Additional Wilderness Study Areas

An alternative that designates additional WSAs is not analyzed in detail, because the BLM’s
authority for establishing WSAs ended in 1993. Under Sections 201 and 202 of the FLPMA, BLM
maintains an inventory of all public lands and their resources, including wilderness characteristics,
and considers such information during land use planning. The results of the BLM’s most recent
updated inventory of these non-WSA lands for wilderness character (BLM 2012k) can be found
on the D-E NCA website: http://1.usa.gov/1qKkMVi. The BLM has analyzed alternatives in this
Proposed RMP that include allocations and actions to protect lands with wilderness characteristics.

Describe Existing and Reasonably Foreseeable Energy
Development

During the public scoping period, the BLM received a public comment requesting that the RMP
include a full inventory of 1) any current leases within the NCA; 2) land potentially available for
future leases; and 3) the reasonably foreseeable development for each parcel already leased, or
parcels that could potentially be leased. The Omnibus Act withdrew the D-E NCA from all forms
of entry, appropriation, or disposal under the public land laws; location, entry, and patent under
the mining laws; and operation of the mineral leasing, mineral materials, and geothermal leasing
laws (Appendix Q). These withdrawals preclude future energy development or leasing within the
D-E NCA. Although there were two existing oil and gas leases within the D-E NCA at the time of
the area’s designation in 2009, these leases have since expired. One mining claim does currently
exist within the D-E NCA; however, the validity of this claim has not been proven.

As a result of the information above, the BLM determined that current future energy development
did not need to be addressed or analyzed in detail within this RMP.

2.4. Management Common to All Alternatives

The D-E NCA will be managed across all alternatives for consistency with the D-E NCA’s
guiding legislation, the Omnibus Act (Appendix Q). The Omnibus Act stresses conservation and
protection of the “unique and important resources and values of the land” as the purpose of the
D-E NCA'’s designation. These resources and values are geological, cultural, archaeological,
paleontological, natural, scientific, recreational, wilderness, wildlife, riparian, historical,
educational, and scenic, as well as the D-E NCA’s water resources. To meet the intention of the
Omnibus Act, these resources are to be conserved and protected across all alternatives. Trade-offs
between resources occur across the alternatives. However, significant degradation or exclusion
of any of the D-E NCA’s purposes was not considered reasonable given the Omnibus Act’s
founding legislation (Appendix Q).
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The Omnibus Act outlined additional requirements for the management of the D-E NCA. For
example, the Act specifies that motorized travel will be limited to designated routes within the
D-E NCA (Appendix Q). In addition, the Omnibus Act withdrew the D-E NCA from “entry,
appropriation, or disposal under the public land laws,” “location, entry and patent under the
mining laws” and “operation of the mineral leasing, mineral materials, and geothermal leasing
laws” (Appendix Q). These uses are not considered under any of the alternatives outlined below.

The major uses of the D-E NCA are recreation, livestock grazing, science and education.
Recreation, science and education were identified as purposes of the D-E NCA’s designation.
All three (recreation, science and education) will be emphasized in the D-E NCA regardless of
alternative. Livestock grazing was not identified as a purpose of the D-E NCA, however, the
Omnibus Act did specify that the BLM “shall issue and administer any grazing leases or permits
in the Conservation Area in accordance with the laws (including regulations) applicable to the
issuance and administration of such leases and permits on other land under the jurisdiction of the
Bureau of Land Management” (Appendix Q). Livestock grazing is a traditional use of the D-E
NCA and would continue under all alternatives within the D-E NCA.

Some of the allowable uses and management actions in this Proposed RMP are carried forward
from the existing RMP (Alternative A), because there is no impending concern associated with
them or they do not need to change. These decisions are common to all five alternatives, because
a range of alternative decisions is not necessary for every resource or resource use. Other
decisions are common only to the action alternatives (Alternatives B, C, D, and the Proposed Plan
Alternative). Each alternative emphasizes a slightly different mix of resources and resource uses,
but many similarities exist.

All alternatives would involve collaboration through partnerships and communication with

other agencies and interested parties to implement the RMP, including outreach and education,
monitoring, and project-specific activities (e.g., trail development). In addition, all alternatives do
the following:

e Comply with State and Federal laws, regulations, policies, and standards, including the multiple
use mandates of the FLPMA.

e Propose implementation actions (day-to-day management, monitoring, and administrative
functions) that stem directly from regulations, policy, and law, which are considered in
conformance with the RMP alternatives and are not specifically addressed in the alternatives.

e Provide for human safety and property protection from wildfire.
e Designate specific routes for motorized, mechanized, and non-motorized/non-mechanized use.

e Incorporate the Colorado Standards for Public Land Health (BLM 1997 and Appendix D) as
goals in the alternatives.

e Authorize livestock grazing in a manner consistent with the Colorado Standards for Public
Land Health and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management (BLM 1997 and Appendix D).

e Propose actions that sustain habitat in sufficient quantities and quality for viable plant, fish,
and wildlife populations.

e Propose continuing the management of existing WSAs in a manner consistent with the BLM’s
interim management policy (BLM Manual 6330, BLM 2012e).
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e Offer a diversity of recreation opportunities that foster outdoor-oriented lifestyles and add
to people’s quality of life.

e Propose conserving key scenic vistas that communities and visitors value.

e Apply BMPs, and other site-specific mitigation (e.g., recreation guidelines) to all resource
uses (Appendix J and Appendix K).

e Apply BMPs and other site-specific mitigation to minimize erosion, encourage rapid
reclamation, retain soils using storm water mitigation practices, maintain soil stability, and
support resources.

e Propose collaborating with adjacent landowners, Federal and State agencies, communities,
other agencies, and other individuals and organizations as needed to strive toward attainment
and monitoring of water quality standards and to provide source water protection.

e Propose collaborating with adjacent landowners, Federal and State agencies, tribes,
communities, other agencies, and other individuals and organizations, as needed, to monitor
and implement decisions to achieve desired resource conditions.

e Continue to allow research and use of the D-E NCA’s scientific resources.

e Provide educational opportunities for visitors and surrounding communities within the D-E
NCA.

Some actions apply to all action alternatives (Alternatives B, C, D, and the Proposed Plan
Alternative). Examples of these are as follows:

e Utilize a system for articulating, conserving and tracking the status of unique and important
biological values (Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation—PPSV; see Appendix A.)

e Develop a risk management strategy for addressing climate change impacts. This strategy will
build upon the PPSV approach, and include a vulnerability assessment for each PPSV element
and its nested species. Part of the vulnerability assessment will include documentation of
known sources of uncertainty and data needs, which will be identified as science and research
priorities within the NCA. The vulnerability assessment will help direct implementation-level
actions by identifying priorities and by clarifying what types of projects are needed to address
PPSV goals in light of a changing climate. While the Management Objectives, Management
Actions, and PPSV matrix provide a vision, the general scope of management actions, and a
definition of success, the risk management strategy will augment these with more specific
information on mitigating climate change impacts.

e Monitor to provide current information on condition of the unique and important values within
the D-E NCA, and information on the authorized uses and other factors which may be affecting
these values. Monitoring will be guided by a monitoring strategy that will be outlined as
part of the implementation process.

e Ensure that visitors to the D-E NCA will not be exposed to unhealthy or unsafe human-created
conditions under all alternatives.

e Secek to achieve a minimum level of conflicting user interactions between recreation participants
in order to 1) allow other resources/programs to achieve their objectives 2) curb illegal trespass
and property damage; and 3) maintain a diversity of recreation opportunities.
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e Evaluate applications for special recreation permits using permit evaluation factors and a
permit classification system (see Appendix I).

e Ensure that recreation trail construction follows the BLM’s BMPs, including trail design
criteria (Appendix K).

2.5. Summary Description of Alternatives

The five alternatives summarized in Table 2.1 below and described in the text that follows were
developed to represent five alternative ways of managing a national conservation area within the
bounds of the Omnibus Act and the other planning criteria and legislative constraints described in
section 1.6, Planning Criteria and Legislative Constraints. In general, these alternatives vary in
the following ways (note that this should not be considered an all-inclusive list):

e The extent to which the BLM would pursue preservation of paleontological and cultural
resources

e The degree to which the BLM would pursue restoration and protection of biological resources

e The number and type of restrictions on allowable uses such as recreation, livestock grazing,
and rights-of-way

e The intensity of allowed recreation and livestock grazing use

e The types of recreational outcomes, activities, and settings to be managed for

e The level of emphasis on science and education

e The wilderness values that would be the focus of management within the Wilderness

e The number and size of special designations

Table 2.1. Summary Comparison of Alternatives

. O O O O
B A N4 A N4 )

Surface Disturbance Restrictions

Prohibit surface-
disturbing (PSD) 0 107,740 86,876 60,437 48,160
activities

Application
of site-specific
relocation (SSR) to 0 17,539 60,734 46,801 98,881
surface-disturbing
activities

Timing limitations
(TLs) for
surface-disturbing
activities

0 24,506 31,450 17,753 39,358

Unplanned Wildland Fire Management
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Proposed Plan

Allow unplanned
ignitions to be
managed for
multiple benefits
(including resource
benefits)

(No Action)

167,772

208,568

181,308

166,557

Alternative

208,568

Do not allow
unplanned ignitions
to be managed for
multiple benefits
(including resource
benefits)

41,783

1,423

28,680

43,430

1,427

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics

Lands managed
for wilderness
characteristics
(outside of
designated
wilderness and
WSAs)

21,816 (4 units)

13,597 (2 units)

Visual Resource

Management

Visual Resource
Management Class
I

69,238

93,468

71,679

107,636

82,830

Visual Resource
Management Class
11

36,769

116,519

138,308

102,351

127,169

Visual Resource
Management Class
111

104,871

0

0

Recreation Management

Designated as
special recreation
management areas
(SRMAs)

38,719 (two
SRMAs)

90,662 (nine
SRMAs)

34,032 (three
SRMAs)

Designated as
extensive recreation
management areas
(ERMASs)

109,979 (six
ERMAs)

37,523(one
ERMA)

94,073 (four
ERMAs)

Not designated
as a recreation
management area

210,012

100,006

171,269

81,785

81,908

Open to hunting
(entire D-E NCA,
210,172 acres)
but closed to
recreational target
shooting

15

210,012

104,999

156,942

9,995

Livestock Grazing Allocations

AUMs (“animal
unit months”
—see Glossary
for definition)

14,403

10,034

14,185

14,416

14,349

Available for
livestock grazing

204,921

188,389

209,059

209,617

206,127
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Alternative A Proposed Plan

(No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative

Of available

acres; limited to
livestock active
movement use
only (previously
allotted)

Limited to livestock
active movem?nt 0 0 5.056 0 3,572
use only (previously
unallotted)

(Eloseal & el 0 21,589 918 361 3,850
livestock use

Unallocated 5,056 0 0 0 0
Travel Management

8,141 12,756 12,097 6,275 11,938

Motorized

travel limited to
designated routes
(seasonally closed)
EEsoelly G 14,716 44,436 63,441 63,441 63,441
motorized travel
Closed to motorized
travel (Wilderness 66,280 66,280 66,280 66,280 66,280
Lands)

Closed to
motorized travel
(non-Wilderness
Lands)

Open to mechanized
cross-country travel
Mechanized

travel limited to
designated routes (
year-round)
Seasonally closed to
mechanized travel
Closed to
mechanized travel 66,280 66,280 66,280 66,280 66,280
(Wilderness lands)
Closed to
motorized travel
(non-Wilderness
lands)

Horse and foot
travel limited to 0 0 1,586 0 0
designated routes
Horse travel limited
to designated routes

126,021 74,873 80,685 80,685 80,685

2,983 24,729 0 0 0

140,737 0 0 0 0

0 74,873 80,685 80,685 80,685

0 44,436 63,441 63,441 63,441

2,983 24,729 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 1,586
Lands and Realty
12,066 0 0 118, 784 1,022

Right-of-way
avoidance area
Right-of-way
exclusion
area(exceptions 91,327 210,012 209, 086 90,290 208, 990
apply; see Chapter
2)
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Alternative A Proposed Plan

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D

(No Action) Alternative

Designated utility

5 0 0 926 926 0
corridors

Special Designations

1,900 (two 0 12,823 (three 29,663 (four 9,011 (four
ACECs) ACECs) ACECs) ACECs)

Areas of critical
environmental
concern

Area designated as
the Old Spanish
National Historic 0 23,131 acres 23,131 acres 23,131 acres 23,131 acres
Trail management
corridor

Area managed

as suitable for
inclusion in the 0
National Wild
and Scenic Rivers
System

Watchable wildlife
areas

2.5.1. Alternative A (No Action)

9,027 acres (3 | 26,026 acres (10 3,728 acres (one
segments; 33.5 | segments; 106.2 0 segment; 14.1
miles) miles) miles)

0 0 0 11,202 (one area) | 11,202 (one area)

Alternative A would continue current management under existing guidance, including the 1987
Grand Junction RMP (BLM 1987) as amended; the 1989 Uncompahgre Basin RMP (BLM 1989a)
as amended; the Omnibus Act; and the BLM's interim management policy for the D-E NCA

and Dominguez Canyon Wilderness (BLM 2010a). In cases where the existing guidance in the
Uncompahgre Basin and Grand Junction RMPs conflicts with the language of the Omnibus Act
(as well as the BLM’s interpretation of the Omnibus Act in the D-E NCA’s Interim Management
Policy), this alternative reflects the language of the Omnibus Act. Alternative A is a valid course
of action that has resulted in the continued presence of the unique and important resources of
the D-E NCA. However, this alternative no longer meets the purpose and need for management
of the area.

Management of Resources: Under this alternative, the BLM would seek to achieve the Colorado
Standards for Public Land Health. Cultural, geological and paleontological resources would be
managed in accordance with Federal and State law, regulation and policy.

Wilderness Resource Management: The Wilderness would be managed consistent with the
Wilderness Act of 1964 and BLM Manual 6340 (BLM 2012d). No additional guidance would
be provided to the manager. The BLM would not make a commitment to protecting wilderness
characteristics outside of the designated Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas.

Recreation: Recreation would be managed to provide opportunities for dispersed and multiple-use
activities, to prevent user conflict and to ensure public health and safety. Additional commitments
to recreation (i.e., outcome-based management) would not be sought. Recreation could be
restricted to meet BLM legal obligations. The BLM would manage recreation in this alternative
commensurate with livestock grazing operations throughout the D-E NCA.

Science and Education: New education or interpretive facilities and opportunities, as well as new
educational partnerships, would not be emphasized. Current scientific research would be allowed
to continue, in so far as this research improves general understanding of the D-E NCA's resources.
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Livestock Grazing: Under this alternative, there would be few land use plan decisions regarding
livestock grazing. Instead, most decisions regarding livestock grazing would be made through
the existing site-specific grazing permit renewal process. Under this alternative, intensive
management and development for livestock grazing would continue as it has in the past.
Site-specific adjustments to management of livestock grazing could be made on the basis of
resource condition and monitoring results.

Special Designations: All segments eligible for wild and scenic river designation would remain
eligible under this alternative. The BLM would continue to manage its existing ACECs in
Escalante Canyon and the Gunnison Gravels. The BLM would not designate a trail management
corridor for the Old Spanish National Historic Trail or provide management guidance for the
trail segments that occur within the D-E NCA.

Travel Management: All inventoried routes outside of the Wilderness and WSA would remain
open to some form of motorized use. The exception would be for routes that have already been
closed to motorized use through prior decision processes.

2.5.2. Alternative B

Under this alternative, the BLM would rely on natural processes and use restrictions on allowable
uses to conserve and protect the resources of the D-E NCA, implementing fewer active
management techniques in addressing biological and recreation issues within the D-E NCA.

Management of Resources: Under this alternative, the BLM would implement fewer active
management techniques in addressing biological and recreation issues with the DE NCA, relying
on natural processes and use restrictions on allowable uses in order to conserve and protect the
resource of the DE NCA. The health of some biological indicators would be expected to improve
over time as a result of restrictions on allowable uses (particularly restrictions on recreation and
livestock grazing). Management of geological, cultural and paleontological resources would
follow BLM policy and guidance with a higher level of protection expected as a result of new
restrictions on uses.

Wilderness Resource Management: The wilderness area would be managed with an emphasis
on the untrammeled wilderness value (i.e., few, if any, manipulations by the BLM) and with an
emphasis on opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation. The BLM would commit
to protecting wilderness characteristics in four inventoried areas outside of the designated
Wilderness and WSA.

Recreation: A large proportion of the D-E NCA would be designated as multiple-use ERMAs.
In these areas, the BLM would target specific recreational activities but would not make a
commitment to specific recreation outcomes or settings. Throughout the D-E NCA, recreation
would be restricted in order to meet cultural and biological resource objectives.

Science and Education: Education would have low emphasis in this alternative, which is an
emphasis that is comparable to the No Action Alternative. The BLM would provide learning
opportunities but would not emphasize interpretation and would not allocate areas as outdoor
classroom/education emphasis areas. Under this and other action alternatives, the BLM would
seek to improve understanding of the socioeconomic impacts and benefits associated with the
D-E NCA, using recreation-tourism partnerships to monitor visitor use and physical qualities in
RMAs. With respect to baseline ecosystem knowledge, Alternative B would continue basic
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trend and baseline monitoring as implemented under the No Action Alternative. Under this
and other action alternatives, the BLM would require that external research completed on the
NCA be accompanied by reports, in order to maximize benefits of application to management
and the wider scientific community.

Livestock Grazing: Livestock grazing would be restricted to meet cultural and biological resource
objectives. Allotments that have a relatively high percentage of their lands not meeting Colorado
Public Land Health Standards (greater than 25 percent of lands within the allotment) would be
closed to livestock use. Domestic sheep grazing would not be allowed within the D-E NCA in
order to reduce the possibility of disease transmission to desert bighorn sheep. Allotments that are
currently allocated for domestic sheep grazing would be converted to cattle allotments. Livestock
would be excluded from riparian areas, or limited to active movement use only in riparian areas.
New livestock developments would only be authorized to prevent degradation to D-E NCA
resources, and no new livestock developments would be allowed in the Wilderness.

Special Designations: Parts of the Gunnison River and Cottonwood Creek would be managed as
suitable for wild and scenic river designation. All ACEC designations would be removed, and
no new ACECs would be designated. The Hunting Ground area of the D-E NCA would be
established as the Old Spanish NHT Management Corridor and managed for auto-tour interpretive
opportunities along Highway 50 and county-maintained roads.

Travel Management: The density of travel routes would be reduced compared to conditions under
Alternative A, because routes that have unacceptable/undesirable impacts on resources, as well as
redundant and dead-end routes, would be closed. Closed routes would be allowed to degrade
over time with little to no active rehabilitation.

2.5.3. Alternative C

Under this alternative, the BLM would use active management for biological restoration and
cultural resource protection. The BLM would manage toward more ambitious desired future
conditions for biological resources in this alternative.

Management of Resources: Active management of biological resources (e.g., prescribed fire,
vegetation treatments, or site rehabilitation) would be emphasized in this alternative. The
objective would be to move indicators for priority species and vegetation that are currently in
“fair” condition toward “very good” condition and to move indicators for priority species and
vegetation that are currently in “poor” condition toward “good” condition. Restrictions on uses
or types of uses would be implemented for the purpose of reducing disturbance in areas with
sensitive cultural and biological resources.

Protection of cultural resources would be emphasized in this alternative. Management of
geological and paleontological resources would be similar to the No Action Alternative.

Wilderness Resource Management: Management of the Wilderness would emphasize the
protection of naturalness, supplemental values (cultural resources and threatened and endangered
species), and outstanding opportunities for solitude. The BLM would not make a commitment to
protecting wilderness characteristics outside of the designated Wilderness and WSA.

Recreation: Recreation management would be geared toward recreational outcomes and
experiences that are most consistent with biological restoration and cultural resource protection.
Much of the D-E NCA would not be managed as recreation management areas. In these areas

Chapter 2 Alternatives
Alternative C June 2016



Dominguez-Escalante National 47
Conservation Area Proposed RMP
and Final EIS

recreation would be managed to prevent user conflict and ensure public health and safety. There
would be no protection of recreation settings, activities and outcome opportunities. Only two

areas (the Gunnison River and Cactus Park) would be managed as special recreation management
areas under this alternative.

Science and Education: On-site interpretation and education would be minimal in order to prevent
vandalism and damage to resources. Instead, off-site interpretation would be encouraged to
increase understanding of the purposes of the D-E NCA; however, the BLM would manage two
outdoor classroom/education emphasis areas. Under this alternative, in both designated RMAs,
the BLM would implement a more ambitious monitoring schedule of visitor use and satisfaction,
in order to improve understanding of the socioeconomic impacts of the DE-NCA. With respect to
baseline ecosystem knowledge, research would be more emphasized in comparison to the No
Action Alternative. Under this and other action alternatives, the BLM would require that external
research completed on the NCA be accompanied by reports, in order to maximize benefits of
application to management and the wider scientific community.

Livestock Grazing: Livestock grazing would be intensively managed to help improve the
condition of biological indicators. AUMs could be reduced if vegetation treatments are
insufficient to achieve biological resource objectives. Sheep grazing would be prohibited in
allotments identified as “high probability” allotments for interaction between domestic sheep and
bighorn sheep. These “high probability” allotments would be converted to cattle allotments.
Livestock use would be limited to active movement only in most (but not all) riparian areas. Up
to 17 new livestock water developments would be authorized within the Wilderness.

Special Designations: All eligible segments for wild and scenic river designation would be
managed as suitable for wild and scenic river designation. The Escalante Canyon ACEC would
carry forward from current management in this alternative, and two new ACECs (River Rims
ACEC and Big Dominguez Canyon ACEC) would be designated to promote recovery and
delisting of the Colorado hookless cactus (Sclerocactus glaucus). The Hunting Ground area of the
D-E NCA would be established as the Old Spanish NHT Management Corridor and managed for
auto-tour interpretive opportunities along Highway 50 and county-maintained roads.

Travel Management: The density of travel routes would be the most heavily reduced in this
alternative, because routes that conflict with resource protection, redundant and dead-end routes,
and the highest overall numbers of miles of route would be closed. Closed routes would be
rehabilitated to return to a more natural state.

2.5.4. Alternative D

Under this alternative, the BLM would make a commitment to trail-based recreation and specific
recreation outcomes and settings (SRMA-style management). In managing natural and biological
resources, the BLM would focus on active restoration, but goals would be slightly less ambitious
than with Alternative C, to allow for trail-based recreation.

Management of Resources: Active management for biological resources would also be
encouraged in this alternative (e.g., prescribed fire, vegetation treatments, or site rehabilitation).
However, in this alternative, objectives would be less ambitious than in Alternative C. The main
objective of restoration would be to move indicators for priority species and vegetation that are
currently in “fair” condition toward “good” condition and to move indicators for priority species

Chapter 2 Alternatives
June 2016 Alternative D



48 Dominguez-Escalante National
Conservation Area Proposed RMP
and Final EIS

and vegetation that are currently in “poor” condition toward “fair” condition. There would be
fewer restrictions on uses or types of uses in this alternative than under Alternatives B and C.

The emphasis of cultural resource management would be on mitigation in high-use areas and
heritage education in areas identified for that use. Geological and paleontological resources would
be managed similarly to under Alternative A (No Action Alternative).

Wilderness Resource Management: The wilderness would be divided into zones. Wilderness
management would vary significantly by zone. Wilderness Zone 1 (lower Big and Little
Dominguez Canyons) would be managed with an emphasis on protecting and restoring
supplemental values (cultural and threatened and endangered species). Wilderness Zone 2
(includes Horse Mesa, Triangle Mesa, Star Mesa and upper Big and Little Dominguez Canyons)
would be managed with an emphasis on undeveloped nature and outstanding opportunities for
solitude. Wilderness Zone 3 (the southeastern portion of the Wilderness) would be managed with
an emphasis on providing opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation. The BLM
would not make a commitment to protecting wilderness characteristics outside of the designated
Wilderness and WSA.

Recreation: Recreation management would be geared toward a wide variety of recreation
experiences and outcomes. A large percentage of the D-E NCA (nine areas—the Hunting Ground,
the Gunnison River, Cactus Park and Ninemile Hill, the Gunnison Slopes, East Creek, Escalante
Canyon, Sawmill Mesa, and Cottonwood Canyon) would be designated as an SRMA, where
management would be tied to specific outcomes and settings. Trail-based recreation would be
most emphasized in this alternative.

Science and Education: Education would be most encouraged in this alternative, and the

BLM would manage five outdoor classroom/education emphasis areas. Under this alternative,

in most RMAs, the BLM would implement a more ambitious monitoring schedule of visitor

use and satisfaction, in order to improve understanding of the socioeconomic impacts of the
DE-NCA. As in Alternative C, research would be more emphasized in comparison to the No
Action Alternative. Under this and other action alternatives, the BLM would require that external
research completed on the NCA be accompanied by reports, in order to maximize benefits of
application to management and the wider scientific community.

Livestock Grazing: The most land would be open to livestock grazing in this alternative, and

all unallotted acres would be reopened to livestock grazing. Grazing would be managed to help
meet objectives for biological resources, and to help meet recreation objectives. Some mitigation
measures would be adopted to reduce the risk of disease transmission between domestic sheep and
goats and desert bighorn sheep; however, the entire D-E NCA would be open to domestic sheep
grazing. Up to 17 new livestock water developments would be authorized within the Wilderness.

Special Designations: All eligible river segments for wild and scenic river designation would

be released from eligibility. Both existing ACECs (Gunnison Gravels and Escalante Canyon)
would be carried forward and expanded. Two new ACECs would be designated (Gunnison River
ACEC and Gibbler Mountain ACEC) to protect resources in areas where resources warrant
special management and recreation is expected to affect those resources. The Hunting Ground
area of the D-E NCA would be established as the Old Spanish NHT Management Corridor

and managed for premier trail retracement experiences and auto-tour interpretive opportunities
along Highway 50 and county-maintained roads.
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Travel Management: More existing routes would be designated to public use in this alternative
than in Alternatives B and C. In areas managed as SRMAs for trail-based recreation, the

construction of additional routes and the connection of existing routes would be a management
priority. Closed routes would be rehabilitated to return to a more natural state.

2.5.5. Proposed Plan Alternative

The Proposed Plan Alternative is largely based on the Draft Preferred Alternative (Alternative E),
which was a blend of management approaches considered under other alternatives. Management

approaches unique to this alternative were adopted to better resolve conflicts based on the impact
analysis in the Draft RMP, public comments, and Advisory Council recommendations.

Management of Resources: Active management for biological resources would be encouraged in
this alternative, allowing for a wide range of tools to improve indicators of biological resource
health (e.g., prescribed fire, vegetation treatments, or site rehabilitation). In this alternative,
objectives would be less ambitious than in Alternative C but more ambitious than in Alternative
D. The main objective of restoration would be to move indicators for priority species and
vegetation that are currently in “poor” or “fair” condition toward “good” condition, and to
maintain resources in “good” and “very good” condition where those conditions currently exist.
There would be relatively fewer restrictions on uses or types of uses in this alternative than under
Alternatives B and C, but there would be more restrictions than under Alternative D.

Protections for cultural resources would be fewer than in Alternatives B and C but would be more
than Alternative D. Four areas would be managed as heritage areas to protect their heritage values
at the landscape level. This management decision orients management toward the concept of these
areas being managed as cultural landscapes, which has been encouraged through ongoing tribal
consultations. Geological and paleontological management focuses on retaining the geological
and paleontological features within the D-E NCA.

Wilderness Resource Management: The wilderness would be divided into zones. Wilderness
management would vary significantly by zone. Although wilderness values would be protected
throughout the Wilderness, certain values would receive priority for stewardship in each

zone. Wilderness Zone 1 (lower Big and Little Dominguez Canyons) would be managed with
an emphasis on naturalness and supplemental values (cultural resources and threatened and
endangered species). Wilderness Zone 2 (includes Horse Mesa, Triangle Mesa, Star Mesa and
upper Big and Little Dominguez Canyons) would be managed with an emphasis on naturalness
and outstanding opportunities for solitude. Wilderness Zone 3 (the southeastern portion of the
Wilderness) would be managed with an emphasis on naturalness and providing opportunities
for primitive and unconfined recreation. In each zone, active management to emphasize the
identified wilderness values would be balanced by the BLM’s commitment to also protect the
untrammeled nature of the Wilderness. The BLM would make a commitment to protecting
wilderness characteristics in two of four units (Dry Fork of Escalante and Cottonwood Canyon)
outside of the designated Wilderness and WSA.

Recreation: Recreation management would be geared toward a wide variety of recreation
activities, experiences and outcomes. Three areas (the Gunnison River, Cactus Park, and
Escalante Canyon) would be designated as SRMAs, where management would be tied to specific
outcomes and settings. Most other areas of the D-E NCA, with the exception of the Wilderness
and lands managed for wilderness characteristics, would be managed as ERMAs, where the BLM
would commit to protecting activities but not specific outcomes or settings.
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Science and Education:The BLM would move beyond simply providing educational opportunities
and assess whether or not surveyed visitors are deriving specific education outcomes throughout
the D-E NCA, with two areas identified as outdoor classroom/education emphasis areas. Under
this alternative, the BLM and partners would use a variety of tools to assess both market and
non-market social, economic and recreational impacts of the DE-NCA. As in Alternatives C and
D, research would be more emphasized in comparison to the No Action Alternative. Under this
and other action alternatives, the BLM would require that external research completed on the
NCA be accompanied by reports, in order to maximize benefits of application to management
and the wider scientific community.

Livestock Grazing: More acres would be allocated for livestock grazing under this alternative than
Alternatives B and C but fewer acres than Alternative D. Livestock grazing would be managed
to help meet objectives for biological resources. AUMs and timing of use could be reduced if
vegetation treatments are insufficient to achieve biological resource objectives. Conflicts between
recreation and livestock grazing would be addressed on a case-by-case basis. Mitigation measures
would be adopted to reduce the risk of disease transmission between domestic sheep and goats
and desert bighorn sheep, with particularly strict mitigation measures in allotments with “high
probability” of association between domestic and wild sheep. Up to 11 new livestock water
developments may be authorized within the Wilderness in accordance with Section 4(d)(4) of
the Wilderness Act and the congressional grazing guidelines.

Special Designations: One river segment (Cottonwood Creek) would be identified as suitable for
wild and scenic river designation, and all other segments would be released from eligibility. Of
the areas currently designated as ACECs, the Escalante Canyon and the Gunnison Gravels ACECs
would be carried forward and expanded. Two new ACECs would be designated—River Rims and
Gibbler Mountain— to protect rare plants and paleontological resources. The Hunting Ground
area of the D-E NCA would be established as the Old Spanish NHT Management Corridor and
managed for auto-tour interpretive opportunities along Highway 50 and county-maintained roads.

Travel Management: More existing routes would be designated for public use under this
alternative than under Alternatives B, C and D. Closed routes would be rehabilitated to return to
a more natural state.

2.6. Alternatives Matrix

How to Read the Alternatives Matrix

The Alternatives Matrix (Table 2.3) is written and formatted to show the decisions proposed
for each of five alternatives, including goals, objectives, actions, and allowable uses. Each
alternative should be viewed as a unique management plan under consideration. The Proposed
Plan Alternative is in the last column on the right in the table, and it replaces the Draft Preferred
Alternative.

Goals do not vary by alternative. These are therefore shown as one statement that, from left

to right in the table, falls under the headings for Alternatives A through the Proposed Plan
Alternative. Objectives, actions, and allowable uses may or may not vary by alternative. When
they do not vary by alternative, they are generally mandated by law or policy, or the BLM did not
believe that a range of alternatives was necessary when considering public and internal comments.

Chapter 2 Alternatives
How to Read the Alternatives Matrix June 2016



Dominguez-Escalante National
Conservation Area Proposed RMP
and Final EIS

51

Throughout the Matrix, the following colors are used:

e Black fill with white font is used for section breaks within the matrix.

e Dark grey fill is used for goals, which describe broad direction and desired conditions for
each resource or resource use. Text highlighted in white in these cells indicates changes from

the Draft RMP.

e Light grey fill is used for objectives, which describe more detailed outcomes or “desired future
conditions.” Text highlighted in white in these cells indicates changes from the Draft RMP.

e Management actions and allowable uses have no fill color. Management actions describe
efforts that the BLM anticipates taking to achieve objectives, based on the best available
information and technology at the time of plan development. Allowable uses identify public
uses that are allowed, restricted/limited, or closed. Text highlighted in gray in these cells

indicates changes from the Draft RMP.

In the electronic version of this document, the links in Table 2.2 below provide quick access to
key sections of the Alternatives Matrix (Table 2.3).

Table 2.2. Links to Sections in Alternatives Matrix

Air Resources: row 315

Noxious and Invasive Weeds: row 187

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern: row 565

Biological Systems: row 20
e Priority Species and Vegetation: row 22
o Desert Shrub/Saltbush: row 36
o Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands: row 44
o Sagebrush Shrublands: row 50
o Ponderosa Pine: 61
© Mountain Shrublands: row 68
o Riparian: row 73
m Seeps and Springs: row 90

m Aquatic Systems: row 100

Recreational Use: row 323
o D-E NCA-Wide Recreation: row 325

e Hunting Ground Recreation Management Area
(RMA): row 347

e Gunnison River RMA: row 361

e Ninemile Hill RMA: row 380

e Cactus Park RMA: row 395

e Gunnison Slopes RMA: row 412

e East Creeck RMA: row 423

o Sawmill Mesa/Wagon Park RMA: row 441
e Escalante Canyon RMA: row 454

e Cottonwood Canyon/Dry Fork RMA: row 474

Cultural Resources: row 225

Scenic Resources: row 303

Educational Use: row 498

Scientific Use: row 485

Fire and Fuels: row 195

Soils and Water Quality: row 204

Geological and Paleontological Resources: row 1

Special Status Species and Natural Communities:
row 115

Land Tenure and Land Use Authorizations: row 544

Transportation and Travel Management: row 528

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics (outside
Dominguez Canyon Wilderness and Remaining
Wilderness Study Areas): row 293

Watchable Wildlife Areas: row 629

Livestock Grazing: row 503

Wild and Scenic Rivers: row 617

National Trails: row 601

Wilderness: row 263

Non—Special Status Fish and Wildlife: row 170

Wilderness Study Areas: row 625
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Goal: Conserve and protect the D-E NCA'’s paleontological resources, unique geologic features, and examples of geologic processes.

Objective: Manage the
paleontological resource
program to protect
significant paleontological
values (BLM 1987).

Objective: Maintain the unique geological and paleontological purposes of the D-E NCA by identifying, protecting and
preserving fossil sites and unique geologic landforms.

On a case-by-case basis,

the BLM would manage to
reduce impacts to geological
features noted as significant
during project analyses. See
row 569 for area-specific
restrictions for the Gunnison
Gravels.

Apply site-specific relocation (See Appendix B, Maps 2-2b, 2-2c, 2-2d, and 2-2p) in areas where outstanding geological
features have been identified and could be damaged, including examples of faults, ripple marks, cross-bedding, lithified
mud cracks, angular unconformities, or geomorphological features. See row 569 for area-specific restrictions for the
Gunnison Gravels.

No similar action in existing
RMPs

Conduct geological mapping for outstanding geologic features in the following areas:
e Escalante Canyon
e East Creek

e Other areas with potential for damage to outstanding geologic features

No similar action in existing
RMPs

Prohibit the installation of permanent climbing anchors in areas where outstanding geologic features could be damaged.

Require paleontological clearances/surveys and/or
mitigation prior to surface-disturbing activities in Potential | clearances/surveys and/or
Fossil Yield Category (PFYC) Class 4 and 5 areas (Map
3-2). Avoid or recover significant resources through the

authorization process.

Same as Alternatives A and B | Require paleontological
clearances/surveys

and/or mitigation prior

to bedrock-disturbing
activities in PFYC Class

4 and 5 areas, as well as
Class 3 areas that are likely
to contain high potential
for scientifically significant
fossils (Map 3-2). Avoid
or recover significant
resources through the
authorization process.

Require paleontological

mitigation prior to
surface-disturbing activities in
PFYC Class 3, 4 and 5 areas
(Map 3-2). Avoid or recover
significant resources through
the authorization process.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

8 No similar action in existing | Prioritize monitoring of known surficial localities of vertebrate or other scientifically important fossils in order to protect
RMPs. Monitoring would be | these resources from vandalism and theft.
scheduled on a case-by-case
basis at the discretion of the
BLM.

9 Prohibit the collection of paleontological resources, except where intended for legitimate |Restrict collecting of Restrict collecting of
scientific uses or Native American spiritual or traditional uses, for which documentation |vertebrate and trace fossils to | vertebrate and trace fossils
is provided to the satisfaction of the responsible management official—see D-E NCA scientific purposes and require | to scientific purposes
Interim Management Plan (BLM 2010a). valid BLM Paleontological and Native American

Resources Use Permits. Allow| spiritual or traditional uses,
recreational (non-permitted) | and require valid BLM
collecting of common Paleontological Resources
invertebrate and plant fossils. | Use Permits.

10 Prohibit the collection of rocks, flagstones or other mineral materials in the D-E NCA, Allow for casual Do not issue permits for
except where collection is intended for legitimate scientific uses or Native American (noncommercial, collection of rocks in the
spiritual or traditional uses, for which documentation is provided to the satisfaction of the |non-permitted) collection D-E NCA, except where
responsible management official—see D-E NCA Interim Management Plan (BLM 2010a). | of rocks and minerals in the | collection is intended

D-E NCA. for legitimate scientific
uses or Native American
spiritual or traditional
uses. For these exceptions,
applicants will acquire a
permit from the BLM by
providing documentation
to the satisfaction of the
responsible management
official.

11 Goal: Increase knowledge of undocumented paleontological and unique geological resources in the D-E NCA.

12 Objective: No similar Objective: Provide for scientific and educational opportunities related to paleontological and geological resources.
objective in existing RMPs.

13 Objective: No similar Objective: No similar Objective: Inventory 10% of |Objective: Inventory 5% of | Objective:Strive to

objective in existing RMPs.

objective

areas classified as Potential
Fossil Yield Category (PFYC)
Class 4 and 5 within 20 years
of the signing of the ROD.

areas classified as Potential
Fossil Yield Category (PFYC)
Class 4 and 5 within 20 years
of the signing of the ROD.

inventory 10% of areas
classified as Potential
Fossil Yield Category
(PFYC) Class 4 and 5
within 20 years of the
signing of the ROD.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

14 As information is obtained, |Continue the ongoing compilation and analysis of all available paleontological resource data| Continue the ongoing
specific management will  |and literature to provide an informed basis for understanding paleontological resources compilation and
be identified (Uncompahgre |within and/or near the D-E NCA and to provide immediate protection for paleontological | analysis of all available
Basin RMP 1989). resources at risk. paleontological and

geological resource

data and literature to
provide an informed
basis for understanding
paleontological and
geological resources
within and/or near the
D-E NCA and to provide
immediate protection for
paleontological resources
at risk.

15 No similar action in Allow paleontological research under valid BLM paleontological resource use permits and geologic research using a
existing RMPs. Research  |combination of hand tools and mechanical equipment that improves understanding of the resource. Exception: where
proposals are considered on | more restrictive wilderness rules apply.

a case-by-case basis.

16 Objective: No similar Objective: Provide public |Objective: Provide public education opportunities through self-guided exploration and
objective in existing RMPs. |education opportunities through interpretation.

through self-guided
exploration.

17 No similar action in existing | Identify appropriate off-site |Identify appropriate opportunities for interpretation (both on-site and off-site) related to
RMPs. Identification interpretation opportunities |paleontology and geology
of opportunities for related to paleontology and
interpretation is done on geology.

a case-by-case basis.
18 No similar actions in existing| Do not allocate newly As sites are identified, allocate appropriate sites (including active or retired research sites)

RMPs. Sites are allocated for
education and interpretive
use on a case-by-case basis.

identified paleontological
sites to on-site education and
interpretation.

for education and interpretative use by the public.
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Row Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Proposed Plan Alternative
19 Manage the Gunnison No similar action. Provide interpretive sites at | If these areas can be protected in doing so, provide
Gravels Research Natural the following locations: interpretive sites at the following locations:
Area as a geologic research
and educational site e Gunnison Gravels e Gunnison Gravels site
(Gunnison Gravels Research
Natural Areas Articles of e Escalante Canyon

21

23

Designation, 1987
g ) e Young Egg Locality

e Burrit Bone Bed localit
20 Biological Systems

This section deals with the biological systems of the D-E NCA. Within this section are subsections dealing with priority species and vegetation (see row
22 below), special status species (row 115 of this matrix), fish and wildlife (row 170), noxious and invasive weeds (row 187), fire and fuels (row

195) and soils and water quality (row 204).
22 Priority YIS0 Vegetation

The planning team went through an extensive process to consider priority biological species and communities so that future management could be based
on an understanding of species and community relationships. As part of this process, the BLM identified vegetation/habitat types and species (plants or
wildlife) that would be priorities for management and would thus require special management consideration and attention. Desert bighorn sheep and
Colorado hookless cactus were identified as priority species, as they require special management consideration and attention beyond management of
their broader habitat types. Habitat for other special status species, fish and wildlife (including big game) are largely managed through management

of the priority vegetation or habitat types listed here.

After identifying the key attributes and associated indicators of health for each priority species and vegetation the planning team established standards
for each indicator so that its current condition could be summarized as “poor,” “fair,” “good,” or “very good.” The gap between current and desired
condition defines objectives for management. Objectives were focused particularly on key attributes that were determined to currently be in “fair” or
“poor” condition. For more detail on indicators, please see Appendix A.

This planning process is based on the “Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation” training offered by the BLM’s National Training Center.

Goal: Conserve, protect and enhance the natural, riparian, wildlife and water resources of the D-E NCA.

Objective: Manage the Objective: Maintain Objective: Enhance or Objective: Maintain all Objective: Enhance or
public lands to meet rankings for priority species |maintain all rankings for rankings for priority species |maintain all rankings
Colorado standards for and vegetation attributes priority species and vegetation|and vegetation attributes that |for priority species and
public land health (BLM that are currently in “good” |attributes that are currently  |are currently in “good” or vegetation attributes that are
1997 and Appendix D). or “very good” condition in “good” or “very good” “very good” condition to currently in “good” or “very
(Appendix A). condition (Appendix A). remain in at least “good” good” condition (Appendix
condition (Appendix A). A).
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

26 Objective: Manage the Objective: Improve Objective: Enhance the Objective: Enhance the Objective: Enhance the
public lands to meet rankings for priority species |rankings for priority species |rankings for priority species |rankings for priority species
Colorado standards for and vegetation attributes that|and vegetation attributes and vegetation attributes and vegetation attributes
public land health (BLM are currently in “poor” or  |that are currently in “fair” that are currently in “fair” that are currently in “fair”
1997 and Appendix D). “fair” condition (Appendix |condition to move toward condition to move toward or “poor” condition to move

A). “very good” condition. “good” condition. Enhance |toward “good” condition.
Enhance the rankings for the rankings of priority species|(Appendix A).
priority species and vegetation |and vegetation attributes
attributes that are currently  |that are currently in “poor”
in “poor” condition to move |condition to move toward
toward “good” condition “fair” condition (Appendix
(Appendix A). A).

27 No similar action in existing | Reassess or re-evaluate priority species and vegetation standards and current condition in association with land health
RMPs. assessments, or on a more frequent basis than land health assessments.

28 No similar action in Do not authorize the use of | Authorize the use of vegetation treatments and/or restrictions | Use vegetation treatments
existing RMPs. Vegetation |vegetation treatments unless |on allowable uses to meet priority species and vegetation and/or restrictions on
treatments are authorized on | conditions substantially objectives. allowable uses to meet
a case-by-case basis in order | deteriorate and restrictions priority species and
to improve wildlife habitat |on allowable uses are vegetation objectives.
and/or to meet livestock insufficient to meet
grazing or fuel objectives. | objectives for priority

species and vegetation.
29 No similar action in existing | Only use native, locally Use only native (not Use native plant materials for | All use of plant materials for

RMPs. Seed mixtures are
approved on a case-by-case
basis.

derived plant materials for
restoration and revegetation
efforts.

Ensure seed mixes are free
of State listed noxious weed
seeds.

necessarily locally derived)
plant materials for restoration
and revegetation efforts.

Ensure seed mixes are free
of State listed noxious weed
seeds.

restoration and revegetation
efforts when available and
not cost prohibitive. If

not available, then use of
noninvasive, non-native plant
materials is permitted.

Ensure seed mixes are free
of State listed noxious weed
seeds.

restoration and revegetation
efforts should be designed
in order to meet biological
objectives. Emphasize

the use of native plant
materials for restoration and
revegetation efforts using
the following prioritization
criteria:

1.  Locally derived
2. Regionally derived
3. Native to ecoregion

4. Native to North
America
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

If criteria 1 through 4 are not
feasible, use of noninvasive,
non-native plant materials
may be used outside

the Dominguez Canyon
Wilderness. Non-native
plant materials will not be
used within the Wilderness.

Ensure seed mixes are free
of State-listed noxious weed
seeds.

30 Manage allowable uses Restrict or adjust allowable |Intensively manage allowable uses that are currently Restrict, adjust, or
to achieve land health uses that are currently preventing achievement of priority species and vegetation intensively manage
standards. preventing achievement objectives. allowable uses that are
of priority species and currently preventing
vegetation objectives. achievement of priority
species and vegetation
objectives.
31 Allow harvesting of plant | Prohibit the collection of | Allow for the authorized collection of plant materials Allow for the authorized

materials only where such
harvesting would improve
forest or woodland health,
could be implemented in

a sustainable fashion, and
would not require additional
off-road exploration (D-E
NCA Interim Management
Plan 2009).

plant materials (including
firewood) within the D-E
NCA, except for personal
use by Native American
tribal members.

(including firewood) within the D-E NCA, where doing so

helps achieve biological and/or cultural resource objectives.

collection of plant materials
(including firewood) within
the D-E NCA, where doing
so helps achieve biological
and/or cultural resource
objectives.

Evaluate yearly and
designate as-needed
firewood collection areas in
order to conserve, protect or
enhance biological and/or
cultural resources, while
maintaining the recreational
value of this traditional use.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

32 Continue to grant Christmas | Prohibit collection of Designate Christmas tree Designate yearly Christmas Designate Christmas tree
tree permits as long as it Christmas trees within the |cutting areas when and where |tree cutting areas to maintain | cutting areas where doing
would be likely to improve |D-E NCA. doing so helps meet goals the recreational value of so helps meet goals and
forest health, could be and objectives established for |Christmas tree harvesting, objectives established for
implemented in a sustainable biological resources in the while managing to conserve, | biological resources in the
fashion, and would not D-E NCA. protect or enhance biological | D-E NCA, and evaluate
require additional off-road resources. such areas on yearly basis.
exploration (D-E NCA
Interim Management Plan
2009).

33 No similar action in existing | Priority habitats for the D-E NCA are desert shrub/saltbush, pinyon-juniper woodlands, sagebrush shrublands, ponderosa
RMPs. pine, mountain shrub, riparian, seeps and springs, and aquatic systems.

34 Objective: No similar Objective: Reduce habitat fragmentation throughout the D-E NCA, with an emphasis on maintaining or improving
objective in existing RMPs. |corridors for plants, fish and wildlife.

35 No similar action in existing | Reduce route density, where practicable, through travel management decisions. Reduce route density
RMPs. through travel management

decisions in order

to minimize habitat
fragmentation and to
meet PPSV objectives.

36

37 Management of the following special status species is “nested” under management of this vegetation type: white-tailed prairie dog, burrowing owl,
kit fox, black-footed ferret, ferruginous hawk, longnose leopard lizard, midget-faded rattlesnake, milk snake, Montrose bladderpod (Lesquerella
vicina), Colorado desert parsley (Lomatium concinnum), and various migratory bird species. In other words, health of these species is tied to health
of this vegetation/habitat type.

38 Goal: Conserve, protect and enhance desert shrub/saltbush vegetative communities and associated wildlife.

39 Objective: Manage the Objective: Improve Objective: Improve the Objective: Improve the Objective: Improve the

plant composition of the D-E
NCA’s desert shrub/saltbush
habitat and vegetation type
to achieve Standards 3
(vegetation) and 4 (special
status species) of the
Colorado standards for
public land health (BLM
1997 and Appendix D).

(through restrictions on
allowable uses) the plant
composition of the D-E
NCA'’s desert shrub/saltbush
vegetation type to achieve
public land health standards
and improve the following
measures of health in desert
shrub/saltbush:

e The percentage of
sampled acres containing
adequate mixtures of

plant composition of the D-E
NCA’s desert shrub/saltbush
vegetation type to achieve
public land health standards
and move toward the following
management targets:

e 80% (or more) of sampled
acres contain adequate
mixtures of warm and cold
season grasses, shrubs and
forbs

plant composition of the D-E
NCA’s desert shrub/saltbush
vegetation type to achieve
public land health standards
and move toward the following
management targets:

® 60% (or more) of sampled
acres contain adequate
mixtures of warm and cold
season grasses, shrubs and
forbs

plant composition of the D-E
NCA’s desert shrub/saltbush
vegetation type to achieve
public land health standards
and move toward the
following management
targets:

® 80% (or more) of sampled
acres contain adequate
mixtures of warm and
cold season grasses,
shrubs and forbs
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

warm and cold season
grasses, shrubs and forbs

e The percentage
of sampled acres
exhibiting an acceptable
composition of
understory invasive plant
species (<10% relative
cover)

e The percentage of
sampled acres meeting
land health standard 3

Alternative C

e 80% (or more) of sampled
acres exhibit an acceptable
composition of understory
invasive plant species
(<10% relative cover)

e 80% (or more) of sampled
acres meet land health
standard 3

Alternative D

® 60% (or more) of sampled
acres exhibit an acceptable
composition of understory
invasive plant species
(<10% relative cover)

® 60% (or more) of sampled
acres meet land health
standard 3

Proposed Plan Alternative

® 80% (or more) of sampled
acres exhibit an acceptable
composition of understory
invasive plant species
(<10% relative cover)

e 80% (or more) of sampled
acres meet land health
standard 3.
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40

No similar action in
existing RMPs. Vegetation
treatments are authorized on
a case-by-case basis in order
to improve wildlife habitat
and/or to meet livestock
grazing or fuel objectives.

Do not conduct vegetation
treatments in desert
shrub/saltbush vegetation
type (exception: where
substantial degradation
would occur in the absence
of such treatments).

Use vegetation treatments (e.g., introduction of biological
controls, chemical treatments, seeding) to improve native
vegetation composition and structure in desert shrub/saltbush

communities.

Use vegetation treatments
(e.g., introduction of
biological controls, chemical
treatments, seeding) to
improve native vegetation
composition and structure
in desert shrub/saltbush
communities. Prior to
completing vegetation
treatments: establish
research or pilot plots in
D-E NCA to determine
successful treatment
prescriptions (exemption:
noxious and/or invasive
weed treatments); or ensure
that likely outcomes are
known on the basis of
other tests conducted in
the region. Use existing
research or pilot plots from
the D-E NCA or tests
being conducted in similar
habitats to inform vegetation
treatment prescriptions in
this vegetation type.
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41

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Alternative B
Prohibit disturbance of
intact desert shrub/saltbush
vegetation for authorized
uses that are shown to cause
substantial degradation (e.g.,
sheep bed grounds, livestock
active movement, livestock
salt and water placement,
livestock developments,
routes and recreational
developments).

Alternative C

Alternative D

Minimize disturbance of intact desert shrub/saltbush
vegetation from authorized uses that are shown to cause
substantial degradation (e.g., sheep bed grounds, livestock
active movement, livestock salt and water placement, livestock
developments, routes and recreational developments).

Proposed Plan Alternative
Minimize disturbance of
intact desert shrub/saltbush

vegetation from authorized
uses that are shown to cause
substantial degradation (e.g.,
sheep bed grounds, livestock
active movement, livestock
salt and water placement,
livestock developments,
routes and recreational
developments). Also
minimize ground disturbing
fire suppression activities.

42

No similar action in existing
RMPs. Existing Fire
Management Plans do not
allow for fire use in most
desert shrub/saltbush areas.

Do not suppress ignitions

or portions of fires in desert
shrub/saltbush vegetation,
unless substantial long term
degradation is likely to occur
as a result of the fire.

Actively suppress all ignitions in desert shrub/saltbush
vegetation except where it can be demonstrated that fire is
neutral to or can help achieve biological resource objectives.

Allow unplanned fire for
resource benefit where it
can be demonstrated that
fire is neutral to or can help
achieve biological resource
objectives.

43

No similar action in existing
RMPs. Seasons of grazing
use is determined on a
case-by-case basis.

Close allotments with
highly degraded desert
shrub/saltbush vegetation to
livestock use.

In areas with degraded desert
shrub/saltbush vegetation,
avoid grazing use during

the critical growth period
(generally the period of
early April to early October,
depending on seasonal
conditions) to allow for plant
recovery while adequate

soil moisture is available.
Exception: where use during
the critical growth period
would help achieve biological
objectives.

Continue to determine
seasons of grazing use on a
case-by-case basis.

To improve conditions

in desert shrub/saltbush
communities, limit the
grazing use period within
limited precipitation zones
(below 6,000 feet) to
October 1 to April 15

in order to avoid active
growth, unless otherwise
specified in an allotment
management plan or grazing
use agreement to help
achieve biological objectives
—e.g., one year of grazing
during spring summer
followed by 2 years of rest).
The change in the grazing
use period could be phased

in over a 3 year period.
W e et
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

45 Management of the following special status species is “nested” under management of this vegetation type: Montrose bladderpod, Grand Junction
milkvetch (Astragalus linifolius), Naturita milkvetch (Astragalus naturitensis), midget-faded rattlesnake, spotted bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, fringed
myotis, northern goshawk, milk snake, longnose leopard lizard and various migratory bird species.

46 Goal: Conserve, protect and enhance pinyon-juniper woodlands vegetative communities and associated wildlife.

47 Objective: Manage the Objective: Manage Objective: Manage for public | Objective: Manage for Objective: Manage
D-E NCA’s pinyon-juniper |for public land health land health standards in the |public land health standards |for public land health
woodlands habitat and standards in the D-E NCA’s |D-E NCA’s pinyon-juniper  |and maintain the following |[standards in the D-E NCA’s
vegetation type to achieve |pinyon-juniper woodlands |woodlands and move toward |conditions in the D-E NCA’s |pinyon-juniper woodlands
Standards 3 (vegetation) and |and allow natural processes |the following conditions in | pinyon-juniper woodlands: and move toward the
4 (special status species) of |to determine the condition |the D-E NCA’s pinyon-juniper following conditions in the
the Colorado standards for |of the following indicators |woodlands: ® 46-85% of sampled acres | D-E NCA’s pinyon-juniper
public land health (BLM | of pinyon-juniper woodland are classified as old growth |woodlands:

1997 and Appendix D). health: ® 55-75% of sampled acres or late seral
are classified as old growth ® 55-75% of sampled acres
e The percentage of or late seral e 80% (or more) of sampled are classified as old
sampled acres classified acres contain adequate growth or late seral
as old growth or late seral |® 95% (or more) of sampled mixtures of warm and cold
acres contain adequate season grasses, shrubs, ® 95% (or more) of sampled
e The percentage of mixtures of warm and cold forbs and trees acres contain adequate
sampled acres containing season grasses, shrubs, mixtures of warm and
adequate mixtures of forbs and trees cold season grasses,
warm and cold season shrubs, forbs and trees
grasses, shrubs, forbs and
trees
48 No similar action in existing | Do not allow vegetation Do not allow vegetation treatments in old growth or late seral | Avoid vegetation treatments

RMPs.

treatments in old growth
or late seral pinyon-juniper
woodlands.

pinyon-juniper woodland. Actively suppress wildfire in these

arcas.

and use of planned
wildland fire in ancient
pinyon-juniper woodlands
(note: these stands are more
rare than old growth or
late seral pinyon-juniper
woodlands). In balance
with other resource and fire
objectives, protect ancient
pinyon-juniper woodlands
in the case of unplanned
wildland fire.
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49

o - Sagebrush Shrublands |

No similar action in
existing RMPs. Vegetation
treatments are authorized on
a case-by-case basis in order
to improve wildlife habitat
and/or to meet livestock
grazing or fuel objectives.

Alternative B
Do not conduct
vegetation treatments
in the pinyon-juniper
woodlands vegetation
type (exception: where
substantial degradation
would occur in the absence
of such treatments).

Alternative C

Use vegetation treatments (e.g.

Alternative D

, introduction of biological

controls, chemical treatments, seeding, and targeted grazing)
as well as planned and unplanned wildland fire to improve
plant composition and structure in pinyon-juniper woodland

communities.

Proposed Plan Alternative
Use vegetation treatments
(e.g., introduction of
biological controls, chemical
treatments, seeding, and
targeted grazing) as well

as management of planned
and unplanned wildland
fire to improve plant
composition and structure
in pinyon-juniper woodland
communities.

Emphasize management
in previously treated
woodlands.

51 Management of the following special status species is “nested” under management of this vegetation type: Gunnison sage-grouse, Grand Junction
milkvetch, Brewer’s sparrow and various migratory bird species.

52 Goal: Conserve, protect and enhance sagebrush shrublands vegetative communities and associated wildlife.

53 Objective: Manage the Objective: Improve the Objective: Improve the Objective: Improve the Objective: Improve the

D-E NCA’s sagebrush
shrublands habitat and
vegetation type to achieve
Standards 3 (vegetation) and
4 (special status species) of
the Colorado standards for
public land health (BLM
1997 and Appendix D).

plant composition and
structure of the D-E NCA’s
sagebrush shrublands to
achieve land health standards
and improve the following
measures of sagebrush
shrublands health:

e The percentage of
sampled acres containing
adequate mixtures of
warm and cold season
grasses, shrubs and forbs
(<10% relative cover)

e The percentage
of sampled acres
exhibiting an acceptable
composition understory
invasive plant species

plant composition of the D-E
NCA’s sagebrush shrublands
vegetation type to achieve
public land health standards
and move toward the following
management targets:

e 80% (or more) of sampled
acres contain adequate
mixtures of warm and cold
season grasses, shrubs and
forbs

® 95% (or more) of sampled
acres exhibit an acceptable
composition of understory
invasive plant species
(<10% relative cover)

® 95% (or more) of sampled
acres have acceptable

plant composition of the D-E
NCA’s sagebrush shrublands
vegetation type to achieve
public land health standards
and move toward the following
management targets:

® 60% (or more) of sampled
acres contain adequate
mixtures of warm and cold
season grasses, shrubs and
forbs

e 80% (or more) of sampled
acres exhibit an acceptable
composition of understory
invasive plant species
(<10% relative cover)

e 80% (or more) of sampled
acres have acceptable

plant composition of the
D-E NCA’s sagebrush
shrublands vegetation type
to achieve public land health
standards and move toward
the following management
targets:

e 80% (or more) of sampled
acres contain adequate
mixtures of warm and
cold season grasses,
shrubs and forbs

® 95% (or more) of
sampled acres exhibit an
acceptable composition
of understory invasive
plant species (<10%
relative cover)

29
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Alternative B

e The percentage of
sampled acres with
acceptable levels (less
than 50% relative
understory cover) of
crested wheatgrass

e The percentage of
sampled acres with
moderate cover of
sagebrush (10-30%
cover)

Alternative C

levels (less than 50%
relative understory cover)
of crested wheatgrass

e 80% (or more) of sampled
acres have moderate cover
of sagebrush (10-30%
cover)

Alternative D

levels (less than 50%
relative understory cover)
of crested wheatgrass

60% (or more) of sampled
acres have moderate cover
of sagebrush (10-30%
cover)

Proposed Plan Alternative

® 95% (or more) of sampled
acres have acceptable
levels (less than 50%
relative understory cover)
of crested wheatgrass

o 80% (or more) of sampled
acres have moderate
cover of sagebrush
(10-30% cover)

54

No similar action in
existing RMPs. Vegetation
treatments are authorized on
a case-by-case basis in order
to improve wildlife habitat
and/or to meet livestock
grazing or fuel objectives.

Do not conduct vegetation
treatments in this vegetation
type (exception: where
substantial degradation
would occur in the absence
of such treatments).

Use vegetation treatments (e.g., mechanical treatments,
chemical treatments, prescribed fire, reseeding, targeted
grazing) to improve plant composition and structure in

sagebrush shrublands.

Use vegetation treatments
(e.g., mechanical
treatments, chemical
treatments, planned

and unplanned wildfire,
reseeding, targeted grazing)
to move towards meeting
structural habitat guidelines
and primary constituent
elements of designated
critical habitat found
within the Gunnison
sage-grouse Rangewide
Conservation Plan
(Gunnison Sage-grouse
Rangewide Steering
Committee, 2005), or
comparable, best available
scientific guidance.

55

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

No similar action.

Apply vegetation treatments to reintroduce and/or increase cover of sagebrush in old
vegetation treatments where it was removed.
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56

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Alternative B
No similar action.

Alternative C

Alternative D

Apply vegetation treatments to reintroduce native grass, forb
and shrub species in old vegetation treatments where crested
wheatgrass is now a dominant species.

Proposed Plan Alternative
Apply vegetation treatments
to reintroduce native grass,
forb and shrub species in old
vegetation treatments where
crested wheatgrass is now a
dominant species.

Prior to completing
vegetation treatments:
establish research or
pilot plots in D-E NCA
to determine successful
treatment prescriptions
(exemption: noxious
and/or invasive weed
treatments); or ensure that
likely outcomes are known
on the basis of other tests
conducted in the region.

Use existing research

or pilot plots from the
D-E NCA or surrounding
region to inform vegetation
treatment prescriptions in
this vegetation type.

57

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs.

Objective: Manage for
public land health standards
in the D-E NCA’s sagebrush
shrublands and allow natural
processes to determine the
condition of the following
indicator of sagebrush
shrubland health:

e Average size of
unfragmented sagebrush
shrublands

Objective: Reduce
fragmentation and disturbance
in the D-E NCA’s sagebrush
shrublands to achieve public
land health standards and
move toward the following
management targets:

e 60 acres (or more) is
the average size of
unfragmented sagebrush
shrublands

Objective: Minimize
fragmentation and disturbance
in sagebrush parks to achieve
public land health standards
and maintain the following
conditions in the D-E NCA’s
sagebrush shrublands:

e 50 acres (or more) is
the average size of
unfragmented sagebrush
shrublands

Objective: Reduce
fragmentation and
disturbance in the D-E
NCA’s sagebrush shrublands
to achieve public land
health standards, benefit
Gunnison sage-grouse and
other sagebrush obligate
species and move toward
the following management
target:

e 60 acres (or more) is
the average size of
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

unfragmented sagebrush
shrublands.

58 No similar action in existing | Prohibit the construction of new routes in existing, Allow for the construction Prohibit the construction
RMPs. unfragmented sagebrush shrublands. of new routes in existing, of new routes in existing,
unfragmented sagebrush unfragmented sagebrush
No surface disturbance standard exceptions apply, see shrublands, as long as one of |shrublands 60 acres or
Appendix B. the following conditions is larger.
met:
Allow for the construction
e Any additional of new routes in patches
fragmentation of sagebrush |smaller than 60 acres only
shrublands is offset by if one of the following
projects that reduce conditions is met:
fragmentation of sagebrush
parks elsewhere. e Any additional
fragmentation of
o New routes are placed sagebrush shrublands
on the edge of existing is offset by projects that
sagebrush shrublands to reduce fragmentation
reduce fragmentation of sagebrush parks
elsewhere.

e New routes are placed
on the edge of existing
sagebrush shrublands to
reduce fragmentation.

Reroutes would be placed to

avoid encompassing more

than half of the perimeter of
the patch.
58a |No similar action in existing | Reduce fragmentation Reduce fragmentation in No similar action. Reduce fragmentation

RMPs.

in existing sagebrush
shrublands by closing routes
to public use.

existing sagebrush shrublands
by closing routes to public use
or by rerouting routes to the
edge of sagebrush parks.

in existing sagebrush
shrublands by closing
routes to public use or by
rerouting routes to the edge
of sagebrush parks.
Prioritize the largest
patches in sage-grouse
critical habitat.
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59

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Alternative B
Do not actively expand
the sagebrush shrubland
vegetation type.

Alternative C
Treat pinyon-juniper
woodlands to encourage
expansion of the sagebrush
shrublands vegetation
type. Prevent expansion of
pinyon-juniper vegetation into
existing sagebrush shrublands
through use of mechanical
treatments or prescribed fire.

Alternative D
Prevent expansion of
pinyon-juniper vegetation into
existing sagebrush shrublands
through use of mechanical
treatments or prescribed fire.

Proposed Plan Alternative
On sites where

the Ecological Site
Description potential is

for sagebrush shrublands,
prevent expansion of
pinyon-juniper vegetation
into these areas using
mechanical and/or manual
treatments, and planned or

unplanned wildfire.
61 Ponderosa Pine

objective in existing RMPs.

public land health standards,
while allowing natural
processes to dictate the
number and size of
ponderosa pine stands in
the D-E NCA.

of ponderosa pine woodlands
within the D-E NCA, while
managing for public land
health standards.

current area of ponderosa pine
woodland, while managing for
public land health standards.

62 Management of the following special status species is “nested” under management of this vegetation type: northern goshawk, milk snake, spotted bat,
Townsend’s big-eared bat, fringed myotis and various migratory bird species.

63 Goal: Conserve, protect, and enhance ponderosa pine vegetative communities and associated wildlife.

64 Objective: No similar Objective: Manage for Objective: Improve the fire |Objective: Improve the fire regime condition class in
objective in existing RMPs. |public land health standards, |regime condition class in ponderosa pine stands in order to achieve public land health

while allowing natural ponderosa pine stands in order | standards and move toward the following management
processes to influence to achieve public land health |target:
the following measure of  |standards and move toward the
ponderosa pine health: following management target: |® FRCC 2 trending toward 1
e Fire regime condition e FRCC 1
class (FRCC)

65 No similar action in Do not conduct vegetation |Reduce the amount of ladder |Reduce the amount of ladder | Reduce the amount of
existing RMPs. Vegetation |treatments in this vegetation | fuels and young trees, and fuels and young trees, and ladder fuels and young
treatments are authorized on |type (exception: where reduce tree density in existing |reduce tree density in existing | trees, and reduce tree
a case-by-case basis in order | substantial degradation ponderosa pine stands with | ponderosa pine stands with density in existing
to improve wildlife habitat |would occur in the absence |FRCCs of 2 or 3. FRCC of 3. ponderosa pine stands
and/or to meet livestock of such treatments). with FRCCs 2 or 3. Retain
grazing or fuel objectives. larger snags to maintain

wildlife habitat function.

66 Objective: No similar Objective: Manage for Objective: Increase the area |Objective: Maintain the Objective: Manage for the

historic area and age class
distribution of ponderosa
pine woodland, while
managing for public land
health standards.

Emphasize retention of
old-age trees and snags.
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No similar action in
existing RMPs. Vegetation
treatments are authorized on
a case-by-case basis in order
to improve wildlife habitat
and/or to meet livestock
grazing or fuel objectives.

Alternative B
Do not conduct vegetation
treatments in this vegetation
type (exception: where
substantial degradation
would occur in the absence
of such treatments).

Alternative C
Increase current extent of
ponderosa pine woodlands
through vegetation treatments
and natural and prescribed
or planned and unplanned
wildland fire . Use natural
regeneration and active
revegetation to achieve
diversity in age classes across
the landscape.

Alternative D
Maintain current extent of
ponderosa pine woodlands
through vegetation treatments
and natural and prescribed
or planned and unplanned
wildland fire. Use natural
regeneration and active
revegetation to achieve
diversity in age classes across
the landscape.

Proposed Plan Alternative
Identify the historic extent of
ponderosa pine woodlands.
Where the current extent of
ponderosa pine woodlands
is shown to have contracted,
use vegetation treatments,
natural and prescribed and
planned and unplanned
wildland fire to support the
expansion of ponderosa pine
woodlands. Use natural
and active revegetation to
achieve diversity in age
classes across the landscape.
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68
69 Management of the following special status species is “nested” under management of this vegetation type: various migratory birds.
70 Goal: Conserve, protect and enhance mountain shrub vegetative communities and associated wildlife.

Objective: Manage the
D-E NCA’s mountain shrub
habitat and vegetation type
to achieve Standards 3
(vegetation) and 4 (special
status species) of the
Colorado standards for
public land health (BLM
1997 and Appendix D).

Objective: Manage for
public land health standards
in the D-E NCA’s mountain
shrub communities, while
allowing natural processes
to determine the age

class structure of these
communities.

Objective: Manage for
public land health standards
in the D-E NCA’s mountain
shrub communities, while
moving toward the following
management target:

® 25% (or more) of the D-E
NCA’s mountain shrub
communities are within
each of the following age
classes: early, mid and late
seral

Objective: Manage for
public land health standards
in the D-E NCA’s mountain
shrub communities, while
maintaining the following
conditions:

® 15% (or more) of the D-E
NCA’s mountain shrub
communities are within
each of the following age
classes: early, mid and late
seral

Same as Alternative D:

Objective: Manage for
public land health standards
in the D-E NCA’s mountain
shrub communities, while
maintaining the following
conditions:

® 15% (or more) of the D-E
NCA’s mountain shrub
communities are within
each of the following age
classes: early, mid and
late seral

XLUDJY S2ALDULI] Y
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No similar action in
existing RMPs. Vegetation
treatments are authorized on
a case-by-case basis in order
to improve wildlife habitat
and/or to meet livestock

Do not conduct vegetation
treatments in this vegetation
type (exception: where
substantial degradation
would occur in the absence
of such treatments).

Use vegetation treatments, as
appropriate, to improve the
diversity of age classes in
mountain shrub communities.

Use vegetation treatments,
as appropriate, to maintain
the current diversity of age
classes in mountain shrub

communities.

Use planned and unplanned
fire and vegetation
treatments, as appropriate,
to maintain or improve the
current diversity of age
classes in mountain shrub

razing or fuel objectives. communities.
73 _
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

74 Management of the following special status species is “nested” under management of this vegetation type: bonytail, humpback chub, razorback sucker,
Colorado pikeminnow, roundtail chub, bluehead sucker, flannelmouth sucker, green lineage cutthroat trout, canyon tree frog, Northern leopard
frog, bald eagle, Western yellow-billed cuckoo, white-faced ibis, American white pelican, black swift, big free-tailed bat, spotted bat, Townsend’s
big-eared bat, fringed myotis and various migratory birds and waterfowl.

75 Goal: Conserve, protect and enhance riparian vegetative communities and associated wildlife.

76 Objective: Manage the D-E | Objective: Manage Objective: Manage for Objective: Manage for Objective: Manage for
NCA’s riparian resources for public land health public land health standards |public land health standards |public land health standards
to achieve Standards 2 standards in the D-E NCA’s |in the D-E NCA'’s riparian in the D-E NCA’s riparian in the D-E NCA’s riparian
(riparian) and 5 (water riparian communities, while | communities, while moving |communities, while communities, while moving
quality) of the Colorado improving the following toward the following maintaining the following toward the following
standards for public land measure of riparian health: |management targets: conditions: management targets:
health (BLM 1997 and
Appendix D). e The percentage of ® 95% (or more) of sampled |e® 80% (or more) of sampled |® 95% (or more) of sampled

riparian miles in proper riparian miles are in PFC riparian miles are in PFC riparian miles are in PFC
functioning condition
(PFC)

77 Active Movement would Close riparian areas along | Close riparian areas along the | Active Movement would To protect riparian values,

be the only livestock use

in riparian areas along the
following rivers/creeks (See
Livestock Grazing section
(row 503) for more detail,
Map 2-4a):

e Escalante Creek
e Big Dominguez Creek
e Little Dominguez Creek

(Existing Allotment
Management Plans and
permits)

No livestock grazing will be
allowed in Management Unit
9 (2,772 acres within the
D-E NCA) from March

1 to range readiness

to accelerate riparian
vegetation improvement.
Active Movement use will

the following creeks to
livestock use (See Livestock
Grazing section (row 503)
for more detail, Map 2—4b):

e Rose Creek

e Upper Escalante Creek
Active Movement would

be the only livestock use

in riparian areas along the
following rivers/creeks (Map
2-4b):

e Cottonwood Creek

e Gunnison River

e Bigand Little Dominguez
Creeks

e Dry Fork of Escalante
Creek

e Lower Escalante Creek

following creeks to livestock
use (See Livestock Grazing
section (row 503) for more
detail, Map 2—4c):

e Rose Creek

Active Movement would

be the only livestock use

in riparian areas along the
following rivers/creeks (Map
2-4c¢):

o Gunnison River

e Big and Little Dominguez
Creeks

e Dry Fork of Escalante
Creek

e Escalante Creek below
forks

e Escalante tributaries above
forks

be the only livestock use
in riparian areas along the
following rivers/creeks (See
Livestock Grazing section
(row 503) for more detail,
Map 2-4d):

e Big Dominguez Creek

e Dry Fork of Escalante
Creek

limit livestock use in
riparian areas along the
following rivers/creeks to
active movement between
grazing areas (See Livestock
Grazing section (row 503)
for more detail, Map 2—4p):

e Bigand Little Dominguez
Creeks

e Dry Fork of Escalante
Creek

e Escalante Creek below
forks

e Escalante Creek above
forks

® Rose Creek
If land health concerns

associated with livestock
use are documented along

89
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

be confined to established
roads and limited as much
as possible. No bedding
livestock will be permitted
in riparian areas to reduce
bank disturbance (BLM
1989a).

Alternative B

e Escalante tributaries
above forks

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative
the Gunnison River or in
other riparian areas, limit
livestock use in the riparian
area to active movement
between grazing areas.

78

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Close riparian areas to
dispersed camping when
conditions are shown to be
deteriorating as a result of
this use.

Limit camping to designated
sites in or near riparian areas.

Limit camping in riparian
areas to designated sites when
conditions are shown to be
deteriorating as a result of this
use, on the basis of riparian
indicators in Appendix A.

Limit camping to designated
sites in the Gunnison River
corridor.

Limit camping in other
riparian areas to designated
sites when conditions are
shown to be deteriorating as
a result of this use, on the
basis of riparian indicators
identified in Appendix A.

78a

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Prohibit campfires in riparian
and wetland areas.

Prohibit campfires in riparian
and wetland areas, except

at designated or developed
campsites.

No similar action.

Prohibit campfires in
riparian and wetland areas,
except as permitted at
designated or developed
campsites. See Gunnison
River SRMA (row 368)
for specific guidance on
camping.

79

Physically close and
rehabilitate the Dry Fork
of Escalante Creek (BLM
1989a).

Minimize travel routes in
and crossing riparian and
wetland areas. When routes
are contributing to continued
decline, close these routes.

Minimize travel routes in
and crossing riparian and
wetland areas. When routes
are contributing to continued
decline, close and rehabilitate
these routes.

Minimize travel routes in
and crossing riparian and
wetland areas. When routes
are contributing to continued
decline, do one or more of the
following:

e close and rehabilitate
e relocate the routes

e re-engineer these routes

Minimize travel routes in
and crossing riparian and
wetland areas. When routes
are contributing to continued
decline, do one or more of
the following:

e close and rehabilitate
e relocate the routes

e re-engineer these routes

Conduct work with partners
(e.g., local governments,
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative
trail organizations, user
groups, etc.).

80 No similar action in existing | Prohibit new routes in Locate new routes outside of |Encourage route placement Locate new routes outside
RMPs. As a BMP, routes |or crossing riparian and riparian and wetland areas. outside of riparian/wetland of riparian and wetland
are encouraged to be placed |wetland areas. Minimize the number of areas. Minimize the number of | areas. Minimize the
outside of riparian/wetland crossings and build bridges at |crossings and properly armor | number of crossings and
areas. Riparian crossings necessary crossing locations. |or protect crossing locations. | work with partners (e.g.,
are minimized and properly local governments, trail
armored to protect crossing organizations, user groups,
locations. etc.) to build bridges or

properly armor or protect
crossings at necessary
crossing locations.

81 Measures designed to Prohibit surface-disturbing |Prohibit surface-disturbing Apply SSR (see Appendix B, | Apply SSR (see Appendix

mitigate adverse riparian
impacts will be required
for all surface-disturbing
activities (BLM 1989a).

Prohibit surface disturbance
in riparian areas (BLM
1987).

activities (See Appendix

B, Map 2-1b) within a
minimum distance of 150
meters (492 feet) from

the edge of the ordinary
high-water mark (bank-full
stage) of streams possessing
lotic riparian characteristics.
Where the riparian corridor
width is greater than 150
meters (492 feet) from the
ordinary high-water mark,
prohibit surface-disturbing
activities within the riparian
zone.

activities (See Appendix B,
Map 2-1c) within a minimum
distance of 100 meters (328
feet) from the edge of the
ordinary high-water mark
(bank-full stage) of streams
possessing lotic riparian
characteristics. Where the
riparian corridor width is
greater than 100 meters
(328 feet) from the ordinary
high-water mark, prohibit
surface-disturbing activities
within the riparian zone.

Map 2-2d ) restrictions within
a minimum of 100 meters
(328 feet) from the edge of
the ordinary high-water mark
(bank-full stage) of streams
possessing lotic riparian
characteristics.

B, Map2-2p) restrictions
within a minimum of 100
meters (328 feet) from

the edge of the ordinary
high-water mark (bank-full
stage) of streams possessing
lotic riparian characteristics.
However, where the
riparian corridor width

is greater than 100 meters
(328 feet) from the ordinary
high-water mark, apply
SSR restrictions within the
riparian zone.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

82 Objective: Manage the D-E | Objective: Manage riparian | Objective: Manage Objective: Manage Objective: Manage
NCA'’s riparian resources areas to achieve public land |riparian areas for desirable riparian areas for desirable riparian areas for desirable
to achieve Standards 2 health standards and improve | native wetland vegetation native wetland vegetation native wetland vegetation
(riparian) and 5 (water the following measures of |composition and structure composition and structure composition and structure
quality) of the Colorado riparian health: in order to achieve public in order to achieve public in order to achieve public
standards for public land land health standards and land health standards and land health standards and
health (BLM 1997 and e Percentage of sample move toward the following |move toward the following |move toward the following
Appendix D). sites along the Gunnison | management targets: management targets: management targets:
River with acceptable
levels (20% relative e 80% (or more) of sampled |® 60% (or more) of sampled |e® 80% (or more) of sampled
cover or less) of invasive sites along the Gunnison sites along the Gunnison sites along the Gunnison
plants River have acceptable River have acceptable River have acceptable
levels (20% relative cover levels (20% relative cover levels (20% relative
e Trend in wetland obligate | or less) of invasive plants or less) of invasive plants cover or less) of invasive
plant species cover along plants
riparian reaches e Gain obligates in more e Loss or gain of obligates
than 5% of riparian from +- 5 percent of e Gain obligates in more
e Percentage of suitable reaches (relative to current riparian reaches than 5% of riparian
stream reaches that conditions) reaches (relative to
support the historical e 80% (or more) of suitable current conditions)
proportions of age ® 95% (or more) of suitable stream reaches support
classes and vegetation stream reaches support historical proportions of ® 95% (or more) of suitable
composition of woody historical proportions of age classes and vegetation stream reaches support
native species (willows age classes and vegetation composition of woody historical proportions of
and cottonwoods) composition of woody native species (willows and | age classes and vegetation
native species (willows and | cottonwoods) composition of woody
cottonwoods) native species (willows
and cottonwoods)
82a | See the Noxious and Invasive Weeds section of this matrix (row 187) for additional guidance on noxious and invasive weed treatment.
83 No similar action in Do not conduct vegetation |Restore native riparian species in degraded areas by planting, seeding and by relying on

existing RMPs. Vegetation
treatments are authorized on
a case-by-case basis in order
to improve wildlife habitat
and/or to meet livestock
grazing or fuel objectives.

treatments in this vegetation
type (exception: where
substantial degradation
would occur in the absence
of such treatments).

natural regeneration associated with flooding and successional processes.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

RMPs.

or collection in riparian and
wetland areas.

83a |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Prioritize non-native plant Prioritize non-native plant Within SRMAs: Prioritize
RMPs. treatments to most efficiently |treatments to improve non-native plant treatments
achieve biological resource |recreation settings. to most efficiently achieve
objectives. both biological and
recreation objectives.
In all other areas: Prioritize
non-native plant treatments
to most efficiently achieve
biological resource
objectives.
83b  |No similar action in existing | Limit mechanical or Treat tamarisk, Russian olive and elm (and other woody Treat tamarisk, Russian
RMPs. Tamarisk (7amarix |herbicide treatments to non-native plants) with a phased approach. Remove patches | olive and elm (and other
spp.), Russian olive areas that are in danger of |of woody non-natives allowing for the establishment of native | woody non-native plants)
(Centaurea repens) and elm |substantial degradation. species in treated patches prior to treating adjacent patches. | with a phased approach.
(and other woody non-native Conduct active restoration in disturbed patches. Remove patches of woody
plants) are currently treated non-natives to 1) allow
in wetlands and riparian for the establishment of
areas through release of native species in treated
biological control agents, patches prior to treating
and through use of select adjacent patches and
mechanical and chemical 2) minimize disruption
treatments. to habitat connectivity.
Conduct active restoration
in disturbed patches.
85 No similar action in existing | Prohibit firewood harvest  |Prohibit firewood harvest or collection of native species in riparian and wetland areas

(exception: driftwood). Allow for noncommercial (permitted) or commercial harvest of
non-native species such as tamarisk or other approved species.

91

89 See Soils and Water Quality section (row 204) for guidance on water flow protections.
90 Seeps and Springs

Management of the following special status species is “nested” under management of this vegetation type: Eastwood’s monkey-flower.

92

Goal: Conserve, protect and enhance naturally occurring seeps and springs as important landscape features within the D-E NCA.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

93 Objective: Manage the D-E | Objective: Manage the D-E | Objective: Manage the D-E | Objective: Manage the D-E | Objective: Manage the D-E
NCA’s seeps and springs NCA’s seeps and springs in |NCA’s seeps and springs NCA’s seeps and springs NCA’s seeps and springs
to achieve Standards 2 order to achieve public land |in order to achieve public in order to achieve public in order to achieve public
(riparian) and 5 (water health standards and improve | land health standards and land health standards and land health standards and
quality) of the Colorado the following measures of |move toward the following |move toward the following |move toward the following
standards for public land seep and spring health: management targets: management targets: management targets:
health (BLM 1997 and
Appendix D). ® 10-year trend in size ® 10-year trend toward e Stable 10-year trend of e Stable 10-year trend
of wetland/riparian enlargement of wetland/riparian area of wetland/riparian
area around naturally wetland/riparian area around naturally occurring area around naturally
occurring seeps and around naturally occurring seeps and springs occurring seeps and
springs seeps and springs springs
o Less than 20% of naturally
e Percentage of naturally |e Less than 5% of naturally occurring seeps and springs |® Less than 5% of naturally
occurring seeps and occurring seeps and springs | have evidence of trampling | occurring seeps and
springs with evidence have evidence of trampling | and human disturbance springs have evidence
of trampling and human and human disturbance of trampling and human
disturbance disturbance in the wetland
area
94 No similar action in existing | Prohibit surface-disturbing |Prohibit surface-disturbing Apply SSR (see Appendix B, | Apply SSR (see Appendix

RMPs.

activities (see Appendix

B, Map 2-1b) within a
minimum distance of 150
meters (492 feet) from the
edge of the riparian zone of
naturally occurring seeps
and springs (lentic riparian
areas). This restriction does
not apply to the maintenance
of existing facilities.

activities (see Appendix B,
Map 2-1c¢) within a minimum
distance of 100 meters (328
feet) from the edge of the
riparian zone of naturally
occurring seeps and springs
(lentic riparian areas). This
restriction does not apply to
the maintenance of existing
facilities.

Map 2-2d) within a minimum
distance of 100 meters (328
feet) from the edge of the
riparian zone of naturally
occurring seeps and springs
(lentic riparian areas).

B, Map 2-2p) within a
minimum distance of 100
meters (328 feet) from the
edge of the riparian zone of
naturally occurring seeps
and springs (lentic riparian
areas). Also apply SSR to
the spring/seep recharge
zone where it is determined
to extend more than 100
meters from the riparian
zone.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

95

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Alternative B
No similar action.

Alternative C Alternative D
Reclaim nonfunctional spring developments, wells and water
catchments in seep and wetland recharge areas.

Proposed Plan Alternative
In spring and seep recharge
areas, maintain existing
water developments in
functional condition where
needed to meet livestock
management or wildlife
needs. Otherwise, reclaim
water developments

to achieve biological
resource objectives where
practicable.

96

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Prohibit new spring
developments, wells and
water catchments in seep

and spring recharge areas.

Allow new spring developments, wells and water catchments
in seep and spring recharge areas when consistent with
biological resource objectives.

For all new water
developments, inspect
and characterize all springs
and seeps located inside
the affected watershed,
down gradient and within
one mile of proposed
development. Allow for
new water developments
when a) surface disturbing
actions would not directly
impact the source area,

b) characterization of

the spring/seep indicates
recharge potential would
not be significantly altered,
and c) development
would be limited to
instances where needed
to achieve biological
resource objectives.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

97 Objective: Manage the D-E | Objective: Manage seeps |Objective: Improve plant Objective: Improve plant Objective: For seeps and
NCA’s seeps and springs and springs in order to composition in and around  |composition in and around  |springs that contain rare
to achieve Standards 2 achieve public land health |seeps and springs in order seeps and springs in order species and communities,
(riparian) and 5 (water standards and improve the |to achieve public land health |to achieve public land health |same as Alternative C. For
quality) of the Colorado following measures of seep |standards and move toward |standards and move toward |other seeps and springs,
standards for public land and spring health: the following management |the following management same as Alternative D.
health (BLM 1997 and targets: targets:

Appendix D). e Percentage of naturally
occurring seeps and ® 5% (or less) of naturally | 15% (or less) of naturally
springs with non-native occurring seeps and springs | occurring seeps and springs
perennial plants have non-native perennial have non-native perennial
plants plants
e Trend in wetland
obligate plant species e Gain wetland obligates in |® Loss or gain of wetland
cover around naturally more than 5% of naturally obligates from +- 5 percent
occurring seeps and occurring seeps and springs | of naturally occurring seeps
springs and springs

98 No similar action in existing | No similar action. Reintroduce appropriate native, wetland obligate plant species | Reintroduce appropriate
RMPs. to seeps and springs that have been degraded. native, wetland obligate

plant species to seeps and
springs that have been
degraded. Emphasize
reintroductions in springs
and seeps that lack rare
species and communities.

99 Categorize seeps and springs as high priorities for weed control. See row 187 of this matrix, Noxious and Invasive Weeds, for more detail on weed

100 Aquatic Systems

control.

101 |Management of the following special status species is “nested” under management of this habitat type: bonytail, humpback chub, razorback sucker,
Colorado pikeminnow, roundtail chub, flannelmouth sucker, bluehead sucker, green lineage cutthroat trout, canyon tree frog and northern leopard frog.
102 |Goal: Conserve, protect and enhance hydrologic and aquatic systems and associated fish and wildlife.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

103 |Objective: Manage the Objective: Manage the Objective: Improve BLM Objective: Same as D.
Gunnison River corridor Gunnison River to achieve |management of the Gunnison |Improve BLM
to achieve Standards 2 public land health standards |River corridor in order to management Objective: Improve
(riparian) and 5 (water and improve the following |achieve public land health of the BLM management of
quality) of the Colorado measure of Gunnison River |standards and move toward | Gunnison the Gunnison River corridor
standards for public land  |health: the following management  |River corridor in order to achieve public
health (BLM 1997 and targets: in order to land health standards and
Appendix D). e Percentage of the achieve public move toward the following
Gunnison River ® 5% (or less) of the land health management targets:
with evidence of Gunnison River has standards and
channelization and riprap evidence of channelization [move toward ® 25% (or less) of
and riprap the following the Gunnison River
management has evidence of
targets: channelization and riprap
® 25% (or
less) of the
Gunnison
River has
evidence
of channel-
ization and
riprap
104 | No similar action in existing | No similar action. Remove barriers to river channel movement in historically flood prone areas on
RMPs. BLM-administered lands along the Gunnison River to allow for periodic channel movement
and the creation of microhabitats (e.g., backwaters, side channels, overflow channels,
flooded bottom lands) for aquatic species.
105 |No similar action in existing | Prohibit BLM actions that |Minimize BLM actions that would further restrict natural migration of the Gunnison River.

RMPs.

would further restrict natural
migration of the Gunnison
River.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

106 |Objective: Manage the Objective: Manage the Objective: Improve BLM Objective: Improve BLM management of the water
D-E NCA'’s water resources |water resources of the D-E | management of the water resources of the D-E NCA’s perennial creeks and river in
to achieve Standards 2 NCA'’s perennial creeks resources of the D-E NCA’s | order to meet public land health standards and move toward
(riparian) and 5 (water and river to meet public perennial creeks and river the following management targets:
quality) of the Colorado land health standards and  |in order to meet public
standards for public land to maintain or improve land health standards and e Shape and timing of spring runoff are comparable to
health (BLM 1997 and the naturalness of these move toward the following natural conditions
Appendix D). hydrologic regimes. management targets:

e Quantity of water during critical spring runoff periods

e Shape and timing of spring | (4/1- 6/30) is at or above the 50th percentile of pre-dam

runoff are comparable to (Gunnison River) and pre-diversion (tributary creeks)

natural conditions flow rates.
e Quantity of water during

critical spring runoff

periods (4/1- 6/30) is at or

above the 75th percentile of

pre-dam (Gunnison River)

and pre-diversion (tributary

creeks) flow rates.

107 |Engage in collaborative discussions with Gunnison River stakeholders—including Bureau of Reclamation (BOR), National Park Service, water users,
Colorado River District, etc.—to manage the flow regime of the Gunnison River to support flow-dependent values (e.g., recreation, riparian, fish).

108 |Make recommendations to the Colorado Water Conservation Board for appropriation of new instream flow water rights or enlargement of existing
instream flows on tributary streams to the Gunnison River within the D-E NCA in cases where data show that existing stream flow protection is
insufficient to support water-dependent values.

109 | Apply to the Colorado water court for water rights in the name of the Federal Government on all point water sources (e.g., springs, wells, ponds)
located on BLM-administered lands within the D-E NCA.

110 |No similar action in existing |No similar action. Work with appropriate local, State, and Federal agencies as well as adjoining land owners to

RMPs.

fund and implement watershed restoration projects that would improve overall ecosystem
health and contribute to the sustainability of existing State In-Stream Flow Water Rights

in tributary creeks.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

111 |Objective: Manage the Objective: Manage the D-E | Objective: Improve BLM Objective: Improve BLM Objective: Improve BLM
D-E NCA’s water resources [NCA’s fish habitat to meet |management of the D-E management of the D-E NCA’s| management of the D-E
to achieve Standards 2 public land health standards [NCA’s fish habitat in order |fish habitat in order to meet |NCA’s fish habitat in order
(riparian) and 5 (water and maintain the condition |to meet public land health public land health standards |to meet public land health
quality) of the Colorado of the following measures of | standards and move toward |and maintain the following |standards and move toward
standards for public land fish habitat health: the following management  |conditions: the following management
health (BLM 1997 and targets: targets:
Appendix D). ® Percentage of cold-water e 80% (or more) of
fish bearing stream miles |® 95% (or more) of cold-water fish bearing ® 95% (or more) of
that rank as good in the cold-water fish bearing stream miles rank as good cold-water fish bearing
Pfankuch stability rating stream miles rank as good in the Pfankuch stability stream miles rank as good
in the Pfankuch stability rating in the Pfankuch stability
® Percentage of historic rating rating
warm-water habitat in ® 60% (or more) of historic
the D-E NCA'S tributary | e There are no unnatural warm-water habitat in the | e Improve from current
creeks that is accessible fish barriers between D-E NCA's tributary creeks |  status (61-75%) the
to fish residing in the the Gunnison River and is accessible to fish residing |  extent of historic
Gunnison River warm-water tributary in the Gunnison River warm-water habitat in
creeks the D-E NCA's tributary
creeks that is accessible
to fish residing in the
Gunnison River.
112 | Prohibit in-channel stream work (see Appendix B) in all cold-water occupied trout habitat during spring and fall spawning periods.
113 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Remove or modify man-made | No similar action. Remove or modify
RMPs. fish barriers between the man-made fish barriers
Gunnison river and tributary between the Gunnison river
creeks as opportunities and tributary creeks as
or partnerships present opportunities or partnerships
themselves in order to improve present themselves in order
aquatic habitat connectivity. to improve aquatic habitat
connectivity.
114 |No similar action in existing | Prohibit in-channel stream work (See Appendix B) in warm-water spawning habitat used by flannelmouth sucker,
RMPs. bluehead sucker, and roundtail chub from March 1 to June 30.
115 Special Status Species and Natural Communities

8L

JdINY pasodoid eary UONBAIOSUO))
[eUOnIBN] 9IUB[BISH-ZanSuIwo(]

SId [euld pue



910C aunf

XLYDP SoADULI]] Y

SoaypuIdly ¢ 421dvy)

Row Alternative A (No Action)

116

Alternative C Alternative D

Alternative B

Proposed Plan Alternative
The planning team went through an extensive process to identify priority biological species and communities, and to identify indicators and current
condition for each of these species and communities so that future management could be predicated on an understanding of species and community
relationships. As part of this process, the BLM identified vegetation/habitat types and species (plants or wildlife) that would be priorities for
management and would thus require special management consideration and attention.

Desert bighorn sheep and Colorado hookless cactus were identified as priority species, as they require special management consideration and attention
beyond management of their broader habitat types. For these two priority species, the planning team identified key attributes and associated indicators
of health, then established standards for each indicator so that condition of each indicator could be summarized as “poor,” “fair,” “good,” or “very
good.” These two species have separate subsections below. The gap between current and desired condition defines objectives for management for
these two species. Objectives were focused particularly on key attributes that were determined to currently be in “fair” or “poor” condition. For more
detail on indicators, please see Appendix A.

Habitat for other special status species, fish and wildlife (including big game) are largely managed through management of the priority vegetation
or habitat types (see row 22 of this matrix). Where specific management actions and allowable uses were necessary for protection of other special
status species, they can be found below.

This planning process is based on the “Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation” training offered by the BLM’s National Training Center.
117 w

118 | Goal: Conserve, protect and enhance the D-E NCA'’s resident population of desert bighorn sheep.

119 |Objective: Maintain and improve habitat for desert bighorn sheep with an emphasis on supporting Colorado Parks and Wildlife (CPW) population
goals for the Dominguez-Escalante herd.

120 | Actions affecting desert shrub/saltbush, riparian and pinyon-juniper woodlands are also related to this habitat objective (see row 22 of this matrix).

121 |Objective: No similar Objective: There is no Objective: Improve BLM Objective: Improve BLM Objective: Improve BLM

management of the D-E NCA’s| management of the D-E NCA’s| management of the D-E
domestic sheep in order to domestic sheep in order to NCA’s domestic sheep

objective in existing
RMPs. Conflicts between

probability of interaction
between domestic

wildlife and livestock
operations are resolved on
an allotment-by-allotment
basis through the grazing
permit renewal process.

sheep/goats and desert
bighorn sheep within the
D-E NCA.

meet public land health

standards and move toward

the following management
targets:

meet public land health
standards and move toward
the following management
targets:

in order to meet public
land health standards
and reduce probability of
association and disease
transmission between

® Thereis no overlap between
domestic sheep/goats and
desert bighorn sheep
within “high probability”
allotments in the D-E NCA.

® Probability of interaction
between domestic
sheep/goats and desert
bighorn sheep is reduced
in “some probability,”

domestic sheep/goats and
desert bighorn sheep.

“medium probability,”
® Probability of interaction and “high probability”’
between domestic allotments.

sheep/goats and desert
bighorn sheep is reduced
in “some probability”
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

and “medium probability”
allotments.

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

122

No similar action in existing
RMPs. Sheep grazing would
continue to be authorized on
a case-by-case basis through
the grazing permit renewal
process. Sheep grazing is
currently authorized on five
allotments within the D-E
NCA.

Discontinue current and
deny proposed domestic
sheep or goat grazing or
crossing permits and permit
renewals (including active
movement). Allow for
conversion to cattle grazing
permits.

Exclude domestic goat

but permit domestic

sheep grazing or active
movement in occupied
bighorn sheep habitat, on
an allotment-by-allotment
basis using a Probability of
Interaction Assessment (See
Appendix C, Map 3-12).
The Probability of Interaction
Assessment may be updated

when occupied bighorn habitat

changes.

Exclude domestic goat

but permit domestic sheep
grazing or active movement
in occupied bighorn sheep
habitat. Manage domestic
sheep grazing in occupied
bighorn sheep habitat on

an allotment-by-allotment
basis using a Probability of
Interaction Assessment (See
Appendix C, Map 3-12).

The Probability of Interaction
Assessment may be updated
when occupied bighorn habitat
changes or when new science
(e.g., vaccines, monitoring of
desert bighorn sheep) provides
additional information.

Exclude domestic goat

but permit domestic sheep
grazing or active movement
in occupied bighorn sheep
habitat. Manage domestic
sheep grazing in occupied
bighorn sheep habitat on
an allotment-by-allotment
basis using a model that
assesses probability of
association between wild
sheep and domestic sheep
(See Appendix C, Map
3-12). The risk of
association assessment
will be updated periodically
as occupied bighorn habitat
changes or when new
science (e.g., vaccines,
monitoring of desert
bighorn sheep, improved
modeling techniques)
provides additional
information.

123

No similar action in existing
RMPs. Sheep grazing would
continue to be authorized on
a case-by-case basis through
the grazing permit renewal
process.

No similar action. Domestic
sheep or goat grazing would
be discontinued.

Manage domestic sheep grazing using (as guidance) the
Western Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (WAFWA)
recommendations for domestic sheep and goat management
in wild sheep habitat and the interagency memorandum of
understanding (MOU) for wild sheep management.

Manage domestic sheep
grazing using (as
guidance) the WAFWA
recommendations for
domestic sheep and goat
management in wild sheep
habitat and the interagency
MOU for wild sheep
management.

If monitoring indicates that
mitigation measures are not
effective at preventing
association between
domestic/wild sheep in
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative
an area of an allotment, then
consider the following:

1. Implement additional
measures (using
the WAFWA
recommendations as
guidance) intended to
improve effectiveness.

2. Remove the area from
the allotment

3. Combine that portion
with adjacent cattle
allotment

4. Convert allotment to
cattle

124

No similar action in existing
RMPs. Sheep grazing would
continue to be authorized on
a case-by-case basis through
the grazing permit renewal
process.

No similar action. Domestic
sheep or goat grazing would
be discontinued.

Manage domestic sheep with the following restrictions in
“some probability” allotments (Appendix C, Map 3—12):

o All ewes must be bred before turn out onto
BLM-administered lands.

e Mandatory use of at least two guard animals per band to
deter comingling.

e Only healthy domestic sheep shall be turned out onto
BLM-administered lands.

e No scheduled lambing of domestic sheep shall occur on
BLM-administered lands.

e Sweep allotments within 24 hours of moving off to capture
any strays.

e Use of marker sheep within bands; at least 1/100 hd.

e Use only highly gregarious breeds of domestic sheep.

Manage domestic sheep
with the following
restrictions in “some
probability” allotments
(Appendix C, Map 3-12):

e During domestic sheep
permit renewal, assess
domestic sheep season of
use and bighorn breeding
season overlap and make
changes, if necessary.

o All domestic ewes must
be bred before turn out
onto BLM.

e Mandatory use of at least
two guard animals per
domestic sheep band to
deter comingling.
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Row Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Proposed Plan Alternative

® Require submission of Actual Use Report at the end of e Only healthy domestic
grazing season. sheep shall be turned out

onto BLM.

e Require domestic sheep permittees to report all bighorn
sheep sightings to the BLM e No scheduled lambing

of domestic sheep shall

occur on BLM lands.

e Sweep allotments within
24 hours of moving
off to capture any stray
domestic sheep.

e Use of marker domestic
sheep within bands; at
least 1/100 head.

e Use only highly
gregarious breeds of
domestic sheep.

e Require submission of
Actual Use Report at the
end of grazing season.

e Require domestic sheep
permittees to report all
bighorn sheep sightings
to the BLM.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

No similar action in existing
RMPs. Sheep grazing would
continue to be authorized on
a case-by-case basis through
the grazing permit renewal
process.

Alternative B
No similar action. Domestic
sheep or goat grazing would
be discontinued.

Alternative C
Manage domestic sheep with
the following restrictions in

“some probability” allotments
(Appendix C, Map 3-12):

e Remove sick, physically
disabled or dead domestic
sheep from the band
on BLM-administered
lands within 24 hours of
discovery and report this
information to the BLM
within 24 hours.

e Maintain a band of no
greater than 1,500 head.

e No yearling ewes during
the domestic sheep
breeding season unless
bred will be turned onto
BLM-administered lands.

Alternative D
Manage domestic sheep with
the following restrictions in

“some probability” allotments
(Appendix C, Map 3-12):

e Remove sick, physically
disabled or dead domestic
sheep from the band on
BLM-administered lands
as soon as possible after
discovery.

e Maintain a band of no
greater than 2,000 head,
based on manageability by
herder.

Proposed Plan Alternative
Same as Alternative D:

Manage domestic sheep with
the following restrictions

in “some probability”
allotments (Appendix C,
Map 3-12):

e Remove sick, physically
disabled or dead domestic
sheep from the band on
BLM-administered lands
as soon as possible after
discovery.

e Maintain a band of no
greater than 2,000 head,
based on manageability
by herder.

XLDIN SIADUAI]Y
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No similar action in existing
RMPs. Sheep grazing would
continue to be authorized on
a case-by-case basis through
the grazing permit renewal
process.

No similar action. Domestic
sheep or goat grazing would
be discontinued.

Manage domestic sheep with the following restrictions in
“moderate probability” allotments (Appendix C, Map 3—12):

e Follow all restrictions identified above for “some

probability” allotments

e Require a submission of dead report to be turned in with

Actual Use Report.

e No yearling ewes will be turned out during the bighorn

sheep breeding season.

e Decrease probability of interaction between bighorn and
domestic sheep by creating barriers to movement (fences,
herding, etc.), utilizing available topographic and natural

barriers where feasible.

e Mandatory use of at least three guard animals per band

to deter comingling.

Manage domestic sheep with
the following restrictions

in “moderate probability”
allotments (Appendix C,
Map 3-12):

o All items in “some

probability” plus:

e When opportunities
arise, consider changing
class of livestock (sheep
to cattle or cattle to
sheep) in allotments with
“moderate probability,”
if doing so would reduce
risk of association.
These allotments
would be evaluated on
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Row Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B

Alternative C Alternative D

e No domestic rams will be permitted in occupied habitat.

Proposed Plan Alternative

basis of site-specific
domestic/bighorn

sheep information and
association probabilities.

No domestic rams will
be permitted in occupied
habitat.

Mandatory use of

at least two guard
animals per domestic
sheep band to deter
comingling. Additional
guard animals will be
determined through
coordination between
permittee and the BLM,
considering WAFWA
recommendations,
permittee’s effectiveness
at preventing association
in previous years, and
recreation conflicts.

Require a submission of
dead report to be turned
in with actual use Report.

Decrease risk of
association between
bighorn and domestic
sheep by creating barriers
to movement (fences,
herding, etc.), utilizing
available topographic and
natural barriers where
feasible.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

127

No similar action in existing
RMPs. Sheep grazing would
continue to be authorized on
a case-by-case basis through
the grazing permit renewal
process.

No similar action. Domestic
sheep or goat grazing would
be discontinued.

Manage domestic sheep with
the following restrictions

in “moderate probability”
allotments (Appendix C, Map
3-12):

e If domestic sheep enter
bighorn sheep occupied
range, they must be
retrieved within 24 hours.

e Buffer may be required
depending on available
topographic/natural
barriers.

e Maintain a band size of
1,200 head or less.

e During spring use, limit
band size to 900 ewes with
lambs.

e Require a counting report
every 2 weeks to report
number of sheep. To be
turned in with Actual Use
Report.

Proposed Plan Alternative
Manage domestic sheep with the following restrictions in
“moderate probability” allotments (Appendix C, Map 3—12):

e During spring use, limit band size for ewes with lambs.
Numbers would be determined at permit renewal based

on site-specific information.

XLUDJY S2ALDUAI]Y
Saaypudl]y ¢ 421dvy)y

128

No similar action in existing
RMPs. Sheep grazing would
continue to be authorized on
a case-by-case basis through
the grazing permit renewal
process.

No similar action. Domestic
sheep or goat grazing would
be discontinued.

Close “high probability”
allotments (Appendix C,
Map 3-12) to domestic sheep
grazing.

This could be achieved
by converting the class of
livestock to cattle.

Manage domestic sheep with
the following restrictions in
“high probability” allotments
(Appendix C, Map 3-12):

e Follow all restrictions
identified above for
“moderate probability”
allotments

Manage domestic sheep with
the following restrictions
in “high risk” allotments
(Appendix C, Map 3-12):

e All items in “some and
moderate probability”
plus the following:

® Prohibit the changing
of cattle to sheep in
allotments with “high
probability” levels until
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative
current science mitigates
risk.

e When opportunities arise,
exchange domestic sheep
with cattle in allotments
with “high probabilities.”

e Maintain a domestic
sheep band of no greater
than 2,000 head based
on manageability by
herder, and shorten the
time period spent close to
known bighorn use areas.

129  |No similar action in existing | Prohibit conversion of Allow for swapping of Allow for swapping of Allow for swapping of
RMPs. Sheep grazing would | cattle grazing allotments to |allotments with permitted allotments with permitted allotments with permitted
continue to be authorized on |domestic sheep/goat grazing | domestic sheep grazing domestic sheep grazing domestic sheep grazing
a case-by-case basis through | or active movement in the |use for allotments with use for allotments with use for allotments with
the grazing permit renewal |D-E NCA. permitted cattle grazing use |permitted cattle grazing use |permitted cattle grazing use
process. in order to move domestic in order to move domestic in order to move domestic

sheep grazing from “high sheep grazing from “high sheep grazing from “high
probability” or “moderate probability” or “moderate probability” or “moderate
probability” allotments to probability” allotments to probability” allotments
“some probability” allotments | “some probability” allotments. [to “some probability”
(Appendix C, Map 3-12). Do | Also allow swapping allotments (Appendix C,
not allow swapping of cattle Map 3-12). Do not allow
use for sheep use in “high  |to move domestic sheep swapping of cattle use
probability” or “moderate grazing from “high for sheep use in “high
probability” allotments. probability” allotments to probability” or “moderate
“moderate probability” risk” allotments.
allotments (Appendix C, Map Any conversion of an
3-12). allotment from sheep to
cattle will be a one-way,
permanent conversion for
that allotment.
130 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Coordinate with CPW when proposed bighorn sheep population augmentations may affect

RMPs.

BLM permitted activities.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

131

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs

Proposed Plan Alternative

Objective: Manage the D-E NCA’s desert bighorn sheep habitat and manage allowable uses to meet the Colorado
Standards for Public Land Health and to support bighorn sheep population objectives identified in CPW herd management

plans.

132

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Domestic non-working dogs
must be on leash within
bighorn sheep range, as
defined by CPW.

Domestic non-working dogs
must be on leash within
bighorn sheep production and
winter concentration areas
from December | to May 1
(minor changes to these dates
may be made in coordination
with CPW).

No similar action.

Domestic non-working dogs
must be on leash within
Wilderness Zone 1 (see
Wilderness section (row
263) and Map 2—10p). In all
other areas within bighorn
sheep range, domestic
non-working dogs must be
on leash or under voice
control. Coordinate with
CPW on additional area
requirements as issues are
identified between domestic
non-working dogs and desert
bighorn sheep.

133

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Prohibit use of domestic
pack goats within the D-E
NCA

Require domestic pack goats
to be contained (e.g., on a pack
string or picket if in camp) at
all times.

No similar action.

Same as Alternative B:

Prohibit use of domestic
pack goats within the D-E
NCA

134

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Reduce (close) miles of
motorized and mechanized
routes through desert
bighorn crucial breeding
habitat (production and
summer concentration areas,
as defined by CPW).

Reduce (close and rehab) miles
of motorized and mechanized
routes through desert bighorn
crucial breeding habitat
(production and summer
concentration areas, as defined
by CPW).

Same as Alternative B.

Reduce (close and rehab)
miles of motorized

and mechanized routes
through desert bighorn
crucial breeding habitat
(production areas, as
defined by CPW).

135

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Close BLM routes within
desert bighorn sheep winter
concentration areas to
motorized and mechanized
travel (does not apply to
administrative access and
county-maintained roads).

Close and rehab BLM routes
within desert bighorn sheep
winter concentration areas to
motorized and mechanized
travel (does not apply to
administrative access and
county-maintained roads).

No similar action.

Close and rehab BLM
routes within desert
bighorn sheep winter
concentration areas to
motorized and mechanized
travel (does not apply to
administrative access and
county-maintained roads).
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

136

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Alternative B

Alternative C

Prohibit construction of new motorized or mechanized
routes through desert bighorn crucial breeding habitat
(production and summer concentration areas, as defined by

CPW, Map 3-11).

Alternative D
No similar action.

Proposed Plan Alternative
Prohibit the construction
of new motorized or
mechanized routes in desert
bighorn sheep production
areas (see Map 3-11).

See Ninemile Hill ERMA
(row 388) for area-specific
restrictions that apply to
new foot and horse routes.

137

From December 1 to May
1, apply the following
restrictions within 30,980
acres of bighorn sheep range
within the D-E NCA:

e No new construction
activities will occur

o All activities will
be conducted during
daylight hours only

e Vehicular access on a
daily basis will be limited
to a single trip

(BLM 1987)

Prohibit surface-disturbing activities (see Appendix B, Maps
2-1b and 2-1c) in mapped desert bighorn sheep production
areas from February 1 to May 1.

No similar action.

Prohibit surface-disturbing
activities (see Appendix B,
Map 2—1p ) in mapped desert
bighorn sheep production
areas from February 1 to
May 1.

138

139
140

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

No similar action.

Apply SSR restrictions (see
Appendix B, Map 2-2c¢) to
surface-disturbing activities
within bighorn sheep summer

range.

No similar action.

Goal: Conserve, protect and promote recovery within the D-E NCA of the Colorado hookless cactus.

Apply SSR restrictions
(see Appendix B, Map
2-2p) to surface-disturbing
activities within bighorn
sheep summer range.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

141 |Objective: No similar Objective: Manage Objective: Improve BLM Objective: Manage Colorado | Same as Alternative D:
objective in existing RMPs | Colorado hookless cactus  |management of Colorado hookless cactus habitat in
habitat in order to meet hookless cactus habitat order to meet public land Objective: Manage
public land health standards |in order to meet public health standards and maintain | Colorado hookless cactus
and maintain or improve the |land health standards and the condition of the following |habitat in order to meet
condition of the following |move toward the following |measure of health: public land health standards
measure of health: management target: and maintain the condition
e 80% (or more) of sites of the following measure of
® Percentage of sites ® 95% (or more) of sites occupied by Colorado health:
occupied by Colorado occupied by Colorado hookless cactus have low
hookless cactus that have | hookless cactus have low levels of invasive weeds  |® 80% (or more) of sites
low levels of invasive levels of invasive weeds (10% or less relative cover) | occupied by Colorado
weeds (10% or less (10% or less relative cover) hookless cactus have low
relative cover) levels of invasive weeds
(10% or less relative
cover)
142 |No similar action in existing | Reduce noxious and/or Reduce noxious and/or invasive weed spread in occupied Colorado hookless cactus habitat
RMPs. invasive weed spread in by spot treating weeds, and by intensively managing permitted activities in occupied habitat
occupied Colorado hookless |(grazing, recreation, road and trail construction). Exclosures may be used if needed.
cactus habitat by restricting
permitted activities in
occupied habitat (grazing,
recreation, road and trail
construction).
143 | Objective: No similar Objective: Manage the Objective: Improve BLM Objective: Improve BLM Same as Alternative D:

objective in existing RMPs

Colorado hookless cactus
in order to meet public
land health standards and
improve the condition of
the following measures of
hookless cactus health:

® Percentage of
populations with evidence
of recruitment

® Population trend
(20-year trend) in
number of individual
hookless cactus in known
populations

management of the Colorado
hookless cactus in order

to meet public land health
standards and move toward
the following management
targets:

o All populations of hookless
cactus show evidence of
recruitment

® [ncreasing population
trend (20-year trend)
in number of individual
hookless cactus in known
populations

management of the Colorado
hookless cactus in order

to meet public land health
standards and move toward
the following management
targets:

® 80% (or more) of
populations of hookless
cactus show evidence of
recruitment

® Static or increasing
population trend (20-year
trend) in number of

Objective: Improve BLM
management of the Colorado
hookless cactus in order to
meet public land health
standards and move toward
the following management
targets:

® 80% (or more) of
populations of hookless
cactus show evidence of
recruitment

e Static or increasing
population trend
(20-year trend) in
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

individual hookless cactus
in known populations

Proposed Plan Alternative

number of individual
hookless cactus in known
populations

144  |Implement the mitigation |Exclude or minimize grazing, trail development, and other |Minimize impacts from Same as Alternative D:
measures for livestock permitted activities in habitat supporting excellent and livestock grazing, trail
grazing outlined in the good—defined by Colorado Natural Heritage Program development and other Minimize impacts from
programmatic consultation |(CNHP)—occurrences of the Colorado hookless cactus. permitted activities in habitat |livestock grazing, trail
between USFWS and the supporting excellent and development and other
BLM. good (defined by CNHP) permitted activities in
occurrences of the Colorado | habitat supporting excellent
hookless cactus. and good (defined by CNHP)
occurrences of the Colorado
hookless cactus.
145 | No similar action in existing | Reduce as much as Reduce as much as practicable, | See row 154 for comparable | During travel management
RMPs. practicable, the density the density (miles/square mile)| NCA-wide restriction for planning, reduce as much
(miles/square mile) of routes | of routes within 200 m of listed species, and the as practicable the density
within 200 m of known known Colorado hookless ACEC section (row 565) (miles/square mile) of
Colorado hookless cactus | cactus occurrences throughout | for area-specific restrictions | routes within 200 m of
occurrences throughout the |the D-E NCA. See ACEC related to routes and Colorado | known Colorado hookless
D-E NCA. section (row 565 of this hookless cactus. cactus occurrences
matrix) for area-specific throughout the D-E NCA. If
restrictions related to routes occurrences are identified in
and Colorado hookless cactus. the future that conflict with
route designations, consider
reroutes. See ACEC section
(row 565 of this matrix) for
area-specific restrictions
related to routes and
Colorado hookless cactus.
146 | No similar action in existing | Prohibit surface-disturbing |See row 154 for comparable NCA-wide restrictions for listed species, and the ACEC section

RMPs.

activities (see Appendix B,
Map 2-1b) that pose adverse
impacts to hookless cactus
occurrences.

(row 565) for area-specific restrictions to protect hookless cactus within proposed ACECs.
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Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative
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147 | No similar action in existing | Close Upper Escalante Same as Alternative A (Map |No similar action. To protect BLM State

RMPs. Canyon to livestock use 2-4c). Director’s sensitive plant

(Map 2-4b). species, limit livestock use

The current grazing permit in Escalante Canyon

terms and conditions limit to active movement

the Escalante Creek pasture between grazing areas

to trailing only (Map 2—4a). (See Livestock Grazing
section (row 503) for more
detail, Map 2—4p).

148

149 | Goal: Manage special status species and their habitats to provide for their conservation and restoration as part of an ecologically healthy system, and
support the goals contained in Standard 4 of the Colorado Standards for Public Land Health (BLM 1997 and Appendix D).

150 |Objective: Maintain, Objective: Maintain Objective: Maintain, restore, |Objective: Maintain, restore, |Objective: Maintain,
restore, and enhance special |special status fish, and enhance special status and enhance special status restore, and enhance special
status fish, wildlife and wildlife and rare plant fish, wildlife and rare plant |fish, wildlife and rare plant |status fish, wildlife and plant
rare plant populations and | populations/communities populations/communities populations/communities populations/communities
associated habitats. and associated habitats and associated habitats by and associated habitats by and associated habitats

by emphasizing natural applying mitigation measures |applying mitigation measures |by applying mitigation

processes, restricting on allowable uses and by on allowable uses. measures on allowable

allowable uses and prohibiting or limiting uses and by prohibiting

by minimizing human activities that would be or limiting activities that

manipulation of systems and | detrimental to subpopulations, would be detrimental to

processes. populations or habitats. subpopulations, populations
or habitats.

151 |No similar action in existing | Prohibit surface-disturbing | Apply SSR restrictions (see | Apply SSR restrictions (see | Apply SSR restrictions (see

RMPs.

activities (see Appendix B,
Map 2-1b) in the following
vegetation communities:

e Exemplary (defined by
CNHP)

e Ancient

e Critically imperiled
(defined by CNHP)

e Imperiled (defined by
CNHP)

Appendix B, Map 2-2¢) in
the following vegetation
communities:

e Exemplary (defined by
CNHP)

e Ancient

e Critically imperiled
(defined by CNHP)

e Imperiled (defined by
CNHP)

Appendix B, Map 2-2d) in
the following vegetation
communities:

e Exemplary (defined by
CNHP)

e Ancient

e Critically imperiled
(defined by CNHP)

e Imperiled (defined by
CNHP)

Appendix B, Map 2-2p) in
the following vegetation
communities:

e Exemplary (defined by
CNHP)

e Ancient

e Critically imperiled
(defined by CNHP)

e Imperiled (defined by
CNHP)
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B Alternative C

e Vulnerable (defined by
CNHP)

e Vulnerable (defined by
CNHP)

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

e Vulnerable (defined by
CNHP)

152 |Promote BLM sensitive Apply SSR restrictions within 100 meters (328 feet) of Same as Alternative A. See | Apply SSR restrictions
plant conservation and known occurrences of BLM sensitive plant species (see ACEC section on row 565 within 100 meters (328 feet)
reduce the likelihood and | Appendix B, Maps 2-2b and 2-2c). of this matrix for additional |of known occurrences of
need for species to be listed restrictions for protection of |BLM sensitive plant species.
pursuant to the Endangered | Prohibit any action that poses adverse impacts to any BLM | BLM sensitive species. See ACEC section (row 565)
Species Act (ESA) (BLM  |sensitive species element occurrence or subpopulation. for additional restrictions for
2008d). Also prohibit any activity that would detrimentally alter protection of BLM sensitive

connectivity between subpopulations. species (See Appendix B

Actively manage habitat and Map 2-2p.

locations to improve the

habitat for unique, sensitive, Prohibit actions that

and endangered plants and pose adverse impacts

animals. In the remainder of to BLM sensitive

the resource area, improve species subpopulations

habitat of these species or connectivity between

where opportunities exist subpopulations to a

through development of degree that is expected

other resources (BLM 1987). to decrease the viability
of the subpopulation or
population.

153 | See ACEC section (row 565)| No similar action. See ACEC section (row 565) for additional restrictions for protection of BLM sensitive
for additional restrictions for species.
protection of BLM sensitive
species.

154 | No similar action in existing | Apply SSR restrictions (see Appendix B, Maps 2-2b and | Apply SSR restrictions (see | Apply SSR restrictions

RMPs.

2-2¢) within 200 meters (656 feet) of known occurrences of
federally listed and candidate plant species; and apply SSR
in occupied habitat of federally listed and candidate animal
species (exception: where more restrictive restrictions apply
for Colorado hookless cactus or ACECs; see row 565 of
this matrix).

Appendix B, Map 2-2d)
within 200 meters (656 feet)
of known occurrences of
federally listed plant species
and occupied habitat of

federally listed animal species.

(exception: where more
restrictive restrictions apply
for Colorado hookless cactus
or ACECs; see Lines 145 and
565).

(see Appendix B, Map
2-2p and within 200
meters (656 feet) of known
occurrences of federally
listed and candidate plant
species; and apply SSR

in occupied habitat or
designated critical habitat
of federally listed and
candidate animal species
(exception: where more
restrictive restrictions apply
for Colorado hookless
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Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Proposed Plan Alternative

cactus or ACECs; see row
565 of this matrix).

155

Special Status raptors: Prohibit disruptive and surface-disturbing activities during the peridd from nest territory establishment to dispersal of young
from nest (see Appendix E, Raptor Species Breeding Periods) within 0.50 miles of active special status raptor nest sites (see Appendix B, Maps
2-3a, 2-3b, 2-3c, 2-3d, and 2-3p).

156

Other raptors (except American kestrel): Prohibit surface-disturbing activities from nest territory establishment to dispersal of young from nest (see
Appendix E, Raptor Species Breeding Periods) within 0.25 miles of active raptor nest sites during the period (see Appendix B, Maps 2-3a, 2-3b,
2-3c, 2-3d, and 2-3p).

157

No similar action in existing | Year-round, apply SSR (see |Year-round, apply SSR (see |Same as Alternative B (Map | Year-round, apply SSR (see

RMPs. Appendix B, Map 2-2b) Appendix B, Map 2-2¢) within|2-2d) Appendix B, Map 2-2p)
within the following areas: |the following areas: within the following areas:
Special Status Raptors: Bald Eagle: within 0.25 mile Bald Eagle: within 0.25
within 0.25 mile of active |of active and inactive nest mile of active and inactive
special status raptor nest sites or within 100 meters nest sites or within 100
sites and associated alternate | of abandoned nests (i.e., meters of abandoned nests
nests. unoccupied for 5 consecutive (i.e., unoccupied for 5

years but with all or part of the consecutive years but with

nest remaining); all or part of the nest
remaining);

Golden Eagle: within 0.25

mile of active and inactive Golden Eagle: within 0.25

nest sites; mile of active and inactive
nest sites;

Ferruginous Hawk, Peregrine

Falcon, Prairie Falcon, and Ferruginous Hawk,

Northern Goshawk: within Peregrine Falcon, Prairie

0.50 mile of active and Falcon, and Northern

inactive nest sites; Goshawk: within 0.50 mile
of active and inactive nest

Other Special Status Raptors sites;

(except Mexican spotted owl):

within 0.25 mile of active and Other Special Status Raptors

inactive nest sites. (except Mexican spotted

owl): within 0.25 mile of
active and inactive nest sites.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

158 | No similar action in existing | Apply SSR (see Appendix |Apply SSR (see Appendix No similar action. Apply SSR (see Appendix
RMPs. B, Map 2-2b) within 200  |B, Map 2-2c¢) within 100 B, Map 2-2p) within 100
meters (656 feet) of active |meters (328 feet) of active nest meters (328 feet) of active
nest sites and associated sites and associated alternate nest sites and associated
alternate nests of Other nests of Other raptors (except alternate nests of Other
raptors (except kestrel) American kestrel, red-tailed raptors (except American
hawk, and great-horned owl). kestrel, red-tailed hawk, and
great-horned owl).

159 |Protect bald eagle Prohibit disruptive and surface-disturbing activities No similar action. Prohibit disruptive and
concentration and falcon nest| from December 1 to April 30 within bald eagle winter surface-disturbing activities
buffer areas by prohibiting |concentration areas (see Appendix B, Maps 2-3b and 2-3c). from December 1 to April
activities during certain 30 within bald eagle winter
times of the year (BLM concentration areas (see
1987). Appendix B, Map 2-3p and
To protect bald eagles from
activities that would cause
abandonment of winter
concentration areas, all
development activities
(exploration, drilling, etc.)
will only be allowed in these
areas from May 1 through
November 30. Exceptions
to this limitation may be
authorized in writing by the
BLM’s Authorized Officer
(BLM 1989a).

160 |If Mexican Spotted Owls or any other federally listed species are newly discovered within the D-E NCA, adopt measures |If Mexican Spotted Owls

consistent with current recovery plans.

or any other federally listed
species are newly discovered
within the D-E NCA, adopt
measures consistent with
current recovery plans.

For existing federally listed
species found within D-E
NCA, adopt measures
consistent with current
recovery plans.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

161 |No similar action in existing | Prohibit surface-disturbing |Prohibit surface-disturbing Same as Alternative B Prohibit surface-disturbing
RMPs. activities from February 15 |and disruptive activities from and disruptive activities
to August 30 within 0.25 February 15 to August 30 from February 15 to August
miles of active kit fox dens |within 0.25 miles of active kit 30 within 0.25 miles of
(see Appendix B) (Wilson |fox dens (see Appendix B). active kit fox dens (see
and Ruff 1999). Appendix B).
Apply SSR restrictions within
200 meters (656 feet) of active Apply SSR restrictions
kit fox dens year-round (see within 200 meters (656
Appendix B, Map 2-2c¢). feet) of active kit fox dens
year-round (see Appendix
B, Map 2-2p).
162 | No similar action in existing | Apply SSR within 0.25 miles of federally listed, BLM Apply SSR restrictions Apply SSR within 0.25 miles
RMPs. sensitive, and Colorado State Species of Concern bat within 0.25 miles of federally |of federally listed, BLM
maternity roost sites and winter hibernacula, including all  |listed and BLM sensitive sensitive, and Colorado
entrances to cave/mine network (see Appendix B). bat species’ maternity roost | State Species of Concern
sites and winter hibernacula, |bat maternity roost sites
including all entrances to and winter hibernacula,
cave/mine network) (see including all entrances to
Appendix B). cave/mine network (see
Appendix B).
163 | No similar action in existing | No similar action. Prohibit surface-disturbing No similar action. Prohibit surface-disturbing
RMPs. and disruptive activities from and disruptive activities
April 1 through August 31 from April 1 through
within 50 meters (164 feet) August 31 within 50 meters
of all entrances to cave/mine (164 feet) of all entrances
network associated with to cave/mine network
special status bat species’ associated with special
maternity roost sites (see status bat species’ maternity
Appendix B). Prohibit roost sites (see Appendix B).
surface-disturbing and Prohibit surface-disturbing
disruptive activities from and disruptive activities
October 15 to April 15 within from October 15 to April 15
50 meters (164 feet) of within 50 meters (164 feet)
all entrances to cave/mine of all entrances to cave/mine
networks associated with networks associated with
special status species winter special status species winter
hibernacula (see Appendix B). hibernacula (see Appendix
B).
164 | No similar action in existing | Where bat roosting, maternity sites and winter hibernacula occur, bat gates would be required for closing abandoned

RMPs.

mine lands.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

RMPs.

and disruptive activities
from December 15 to
March 15 within occupied
winter habitat for Gunnison
sage-grouse (see Appendix
B, Map 2-3b).

to March 15 within occupied winter habitat for Gunnison
sage-grouse (see Appendix B, Map 2-3c.

165 |No similar action in existing | Apply SSR restrictions (see Appendix B) within 200 meters | No similar action. Apply SSR restrictions
RMPs. (656 feet) of identified BLM sensitive reptile hibernacula. (see Appendix B) within
200 meters (656 feet) of
identified BLM sensitive
reptile hibernacula.
166 |No similar action in existing | In coordination with CPW, maintain healthy white-tailed prairie dog populations in the D-E NCA as part of healthy salt
RMPs. desert shrub/saltbush vegetation communities.
167 |No similar action in existing | Prohibit surface-disturbing or disruptive activities within 50 | Prohibit disruptive activities |Prohibit surface-disturbing
RMPs. meters (164 feet) of the edge of active (occupied within the |within presently occupied or disruptive activities from
last 10 years) white-tailed prairie dog towns (see Appendix |white-tailed prairie dog towns | March 1 to June 15 within
B, Maps 2-1b and 2-1c¢). (see Appendix B). Seek to 50 meters (164 feet) of the
relocate surface-disturbing edge of active (occupied
activities outside of or toward | within the last 10 years)
the edge of all active (occupied | white-tailed prairie dog
within the last 10 years) prairie| towns (see Appendix B,
dog towns. Map 2-3p).
168 |Objective: No similar Objective: Advance the conservation of Gunnison sage-grouse and its habitat in accordance with national, State, and
objective in existing RMPs. |local working group recommendations and policy.
169 |No similar action in existing | Prohibit surface-disturbing |Prohibit surface-disturbing activities from December 15 Prohibit surface-disturbing

activities from December 15
to March 15 within occupied
winter critical habitat for
Gunnison sage-grouse (see
Appendix B, Map 2-3p).

If other winter habitats are
determined to be occupied,
implement conservation
measures consistent with
the current final rule for the
species (USFWS 2014b).
Use most up-to-date plan

for guidance.
170 Non-Special Status Fish and Wildlife

171 | Goal: Promote and conserve native species by managing aquatic and terrestrial habitats to emphasize ecosystem diversity, productivity, viability,
and natural processes.
172 | Objective: Maintain integrity and extent of migratory bird nesting habitat throughout the D-E NCA in conformance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

173 | Protect lands that are high |Protect breeding habitats of migratory birds by managing for priority vegetation type objectives (see specific actions and
priority habitat for migratory|allowable uses under each habitat type in starting on row 22 of this matrix).
bird species of high Federal
interest.
174 | No similar action in existing | Prohibit surface-disturbing |Prohibit surface-disturbing or disruptive activities during the |Prohibit surface-disturbing
RMPs. or disruptive activities migratory bird nesting season from May 15 to July 15 (see  |or disruptive activities
during the migratory bird | Appendix B). during the migratory bird
nesting season from May 15 nesting season from May 15
to July 31 (see Appendix B). to July 15 (see Appendix B).
Modify dates as needed,
based upon updated
CPW and USFWS
recommendations.
175 |Objective: No similar Objective: Minimize Objective: Actively manage |[Objective: Actively manage |Objective: Work
objective in existing RMPs. |the spread of non-native, to eliminate non-native, to reduce non-native invasive |cooperatively with CPW and
invasive fish and wildlife  |invasive fish and wildlife fish and wildlife species in the |USFWS to actively manage
species in the D-E NCA species from the D-E NCA D-E NCA to eliminate non-native,
invasive fish and wildlife
176 |Reduce risk of introduction and expansion of invasive fish | Eradicate non-native and Same as Alternatives A and B.|Reduce risk of introduction
and wildlife in the D-E NCA through appropriate measures | invasive fish and wildlife and expansion, and work
in coordination with CPW and other appropriate entities. |species in the D-E NCA in to eradicate invasive fish
coordination with CPW and and wildlife in the D-E
other appropriate entities. NCA through appropriate
measures in coordination
with CPW and other
appropriate entities (e.g.,
removal of non-native
rainbow trout and restocking
with native cutthroat trout).
177 | No similar action in existing | Use early detection/rapid  |Remove non-native aquatic competitors (e.g., bull frogs) from active native aquatic breeding
RMPs. response to prevent the grounds in coordination with CPW and other appropriate entities.
spread of non-native aquatic
competitors (e.g., bull
frogs) in coordination with
CPW and other appropriate
entities.
178 | Objective: Provide sufficient forage, cover, and protection from disturbance for large ungulates (deer, elk, bighorn sheep, pronghorn antelope) to

maintain healthy viable populations across the landscape commensurate with the BLM Colorado’s Standards for Public Land Health.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

179 | Protect the habitat of deer, |Prohibit disruptive activities in mapped big game crucial winter range (including severe winter range and winter
and elk by prohibiting concentration areas) as follows:
disturbing activities as
follows (BLM 1987): e Pronghorn antelope: December 1 to April 30 (Map 3-15)
e Bighorn Sheep Range: e Mule deer: December 1 to April 30 (Map 3-16)
December 1 to May 1
e Elk: December 1 to April 30 (Map 3—17)
e Deer and/or elk critical
winter range: December |® Desert bighorn sheep: November 1 to April 30 (Map 3-11)
1 to May 1 )
See Appendix B
e Deer and elk migration
areas: December 1 to
May 1
e Elk calving areas: May
15 to June 15
180 |No similar action in existing | Close BLM routes from December 1 to April 30 within mule|If big game herds are If big game herds are

RMPs.

deer and elk winter concentration areas to public motorized
and mechanized vehicles (as mapped by CPW, Maps 3-16
and 3-17).

determined by CPW to

be highly stressed during
crucial winter periods, reduce
human induced stressors

by seasonally closing BLM
routes to public motorized
and mechanized use within
big game crucial winter range
(severe winter range and
winter concentration areas)
during the following time
periods:

e Pronghorn antelope:
December 1 to March 31
(Map 3-15)

® Mule deer: December 1 to
March 31 (Map 3-16)

e Elk: December 1 to April
30 Map 3-17)

determined by CPW to

be highly stressed during
crucial winter periods,
reduce human-induced
stressors by seasonally
closing BLM routes in
areas of concern to public
motorized and mechanized
use within big game crucial
winter range (severe
winter range and winter
concentration areas) during
the following time periods:

e Pronghorn antelope:
December 1 to March 31
(Map 3-15)

e Elk severe winter range:
December 1 to April 30
(Map 3-17)
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Alternative B Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

e Desert bighorn sheep:
November 1 to April 30
(Map 3-11)

Proposed Plan Alternative

e Desert bighorn sheep:
November 1 to April 30
(Map 3-11)

e Mule deer severe winter
range (December 1 to
April 30)

181 |No similar action in existing | Close BLM routes Close and rehab BLM No similar action. Close and rehab BLM
RMPs. within pronghorn winter routes within pronghorn routes within pronghorn
concentration areas to winter concentration areas to winter concentration
motorized and mechanized |motorized and mechanized areas to motorized and
travel (does not include travel (does not include mechanized travel where
administrative access and | administrative access and necessary (does not include
county-maintained roads). |county-maintained roads). administrative access and
county-maintained roads).
182 | No similar action in existing | Within pronghorn range, Within pronghorn range, minimize the number of fences that present barriers to pronghorn.
RMPs. prohibit the construction of |Construct new fences to accommodate passage by pronghorn, and replace existing fences
new fences to accommodate |that do not accommodate pronghorn passage.
passage by pronghorn.
183 |Objective: Manage to prevent the introduction and spread of wildlife diseases into the D-E NCA (for information on bighorn sheep disease issues, see
section 3.2.2.2, Special Status Species and Natural Communities, of this RMP)
184 | No similar action in existing | To prevent the spread of whirling disease and non-native | To prevent the spread Coordinate with the State

RMPs.

aquatic organisms: require disinfection prior to
construction/launch of all equipment previously used in
water bodies with known invasive species. Emergency
equipment would be exempt.

of whirling disease and
non-native aquatic organisms:
require permitted boat
operators to disinfect all
equipment previously

used in water bodies with
known invasive species
prior to construction/launch.
Emergency equipment would
be exempt.

of Colorado to prevent the
spread of whirling disease
and non-native aquatic
organisms.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

185 |No similar action in existing | In the event of a bat disease outbreak such as White Nose | No similar action. In the event of a bat disease
RMPs. Syndrome, close to public access (except for scientific outbreak, such as White
research) any caves and other structures utilized by bats. Nose Syndrome, close
public access (except for
scientific research) to any
caves and other structures
utilized by bats.
When the BLM adopts
an adaptive management
strategy for the disease
outbreak, that strategy
will be adopted as well
for the D-E NCA, This
includes early detection
rapid response (EDRR)
strategy.
186 | Any introduction or augmentation of fish or wildlife populations must come from healthy population sources.
187 Noxious HNGINRESEE Weeds
188 | Goal: Through integrated pest management, control, suppress and eradicate, where possible, noxious and invasive species| Goal: Through integrated
to support healthy native plant communities across the planning area. pest management, prevent,
control, suppress and
eradicate, where possible,
noxious and invasive
species to support healthy
native plant communities
across the planning area.
189 |Objective: Manage lands |Objective: Manage lands |Objective: Manage lands Objective: Manage lands in the planning area under
under integrated pest in the planning area under |in the planning area under integrated pest management strategies to support biological,
management strategies. integrated pest management |integrated pest management |cultural and recreation objectives.
strategies with an emphasis |strategies to support biological
on use of natural processes |and cultural resource
and/or restrictions on objectives.
allowable uses.
190 |Ensure noxious and invasive weed preventive measures are applied to special recreation permit activities, construction activities, road maintenance and

mechanical vegetation treatment activities as outlined in contracts, permits, and cooperative agreements.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

191 |In coordination with the counties, use early detection/rapid|In coordination with In coordination with In coordination with
response to contain and (where possible) eradicate State |the counties, use early the counties, use early the counties, use early
A-listed species and selected BLM species of concern (see | detection/rapid response to detection/rapid response to detection/rapid response to
Appendix F for list of State weeds). contain and (where possible) |contain and (where possible) |contain and (where possible)

eradicate all State listed eradicate State A- and B-listed |eradicate all State listed
species and selected BLM species and selected BLM species and selected BLM
species of concern (see species of concern (see species of concern (see
Appendix F for list of State | Appendix F for list of State | Appendix F for list of State
weeds). weeds). weeds).

192 | Focus weed inventory surveys and treatments on high use areas (roads, trails, ponds, river, etc.), federally listed species habitat, and in stream segments
suitable for inclusion in the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System.

193 | No similar action in existing | Increase community and partner involvement in the application of integrated pest management, including development of
RMPs. weed plans, coordinated efforts across boundaries, and efficient use of resources.

194 | No similar action in existing | Encourage the counties to | Where feasible, require the use of road maintenance or construction materials that come
RMPs. use construction materials | from quarries that are free of all State listed species and selected BLM species of concern.

for road maintenance that
come from quarries that are
free of all State listed species
and selected BLM species of
concern.

195 3

196 | Goal: Manage fire to maximize ecological health benefits and provide first for firefighter and public safety.

197 |Objective: Minimize cost |Objective: Use a full range of wildfire management actions when responding to unplanned ignitions, from full

and loss, complement
resource management
objectives, and sustain the
productivity of the biological
ecosystems through fire
management (BLM 1987).

suppression to managing for multiple objectives including, but not limited to, resource benefit.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

198 | Allow natural unplanned Allow natural unplanned Allow natural unplanned Allow natural unplanned Allow natural unplanned
ignitions to be managed ignitions to be managed ignitions to be managed for |ignitions to be managed for |ignitions to be managed
for multiple objectives for multiple objectives multiple objectives (including | multiple objectives (including |for multiple objectives
(including resource benefit) |(including resource benefit) |resource benefit) within resource benefit) within (including resource benefit)
within 167,772 acres of the |within 208,568 acres of the | 181,308 acres of the D-E 166,557 acres of the D-E within 208,568 acres of the
D-E NCA. (BLM 2008b; D-E NCA. This excludes NCA. This excludes 28,680 |NCA. This excludes 43,430 |D-E NCA to meet biological
BLM and National Park 1,423 acres within the acres within the following acres within the following resource objectives. This
Service 2012, Map 2—6a). |following areas (Map 2—6b): | areas (Map 2—6¢): areas (Map 2—6d): excludes 1,427 acres within

the following areas (Map
e Gunnison River riparian | e Gunnison River riparian e Gunnison River riparian 2-6p):
corridor corridor corridor
e Gunnison River riparian
e Escalante Canyon e Escalante Canyon corridor
e the Hunting Ground e the Hunting Ground
e Sawmill Mesa SRMA

199 | Objective: Restore areas of FRCCs 2 and 3 toward FRCC 1. Maintain areas of FRCC 1 (Map 3-22).

200 |No similar action in existing | Do not use vegetation Use mechanical, chemical and biological treatments and prescribed fire to improve FRCC
RMPs. treatments to improve FRCC|and to meet biological and cultural resource objectives.

or to meet biological and
cultural resource objectives.

201 |Objective: Manage fire and fuel activities to prevent and lessen negative impacts to the following values that include, but are not limited to, human
life, private property/improvements, power lines, communication sites, recreation sites, special status species habitat, cultural resources, watershed
and other high value natural resources.

202 |No similar action in existing | Manipulate fire and fuels to |Manage fire and fuels to protect private property, infrastructure, cultural and biological
RMPs. the minimal extent necessary | resources, and watersheds.

to protect private property
and infrastructure.

203 |Implement emergency Implement emergency Implement emergency Implement emergency stabilization and rehabilitation as
stabilization and stabilization only as needed |stabilization and rehabilitation |needed to meet biological, recreation and cultural resource
rehabilitation as needed to prevent significant and  |as needed to meet biological |objectives.
to meet resource objectives. |lasting resource degradation, |and cultural resource

as well as to prevent threats |objectives.
to public health and safety.

204 Soils and

205

Goal: Ensure soils exhibit infiltration and permeability rates that are appropriate to soil type, climate, land form, and geologic processes (Colorado
Public Land Health Standard 1, Appendix D).
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Alternative B

Row Alternative A (No Action)
206 |Objective: Reduce soil
erosion and sediment

207 |yield, costs associated with |Objective: Maintain or improve soil productivity, including retention of topsoil quality and reestablishing soil capability,
unsuccessful land/vegetation | potential, and functionality when disturbed.

208 |treatment projects on Objective: Preserve proper function and condition of upland soils (maintain or improve the number of acres meeting

unsuitable soils, hazards to | Colorado Public Land Health Standard 1 (BLM 1997 and Appendix D).
life or property from soil

failure due to the use of
unsuitable soils; to maintain
long-term soil productivity;
and to provide for the safe
and proper use of soils (BLM
1987).

209 |Ensure surface disturbances do not cause accelerated erosion (e.g., rills, soil pedestals, actively eroding gullies) on a watershed scale (e.g., 4th
field watershed).
210 | All new facilities would Require professional geotechnical engineering and All new facilities would
be designed to meet BLM | reclamation plans for surface-disturbing projects in areas be designed to meet BLM
standards having soils with severe or very severe erosion hazard. standards.

Proponents must commit to the following in these areas:

Alternative C Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative
Objective: Minimize or control elevated levels of salt, sediment, and selenium contribution from Federal lands to
stream systems in the planning area.

No similar action.

e Restore site productivity
e Adequately control surface runoff

e Protect off-site areas from accelerated erosion such as
rilling, gullying, piping, and mass wasting

e Avoid surface-disturbing activities during periods when
soil is saturated or frozen

211 |No similar action in existing | Avoid disturbance to

RMPs. biologic soil crusts that

Avoid and/or mitigate No similar action.

disturbance to biologic

Avoid and/or mitigate
disturbance to biologic soil
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are determined to be key in
sustaining proper function
and condition of upland soil
health.

soil crusts that are determined
to be key in sustaining proper
function and condition of
upland soil health.

crusts that are determined to
be key in sustaining proper
function and condition of
upland soil health.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

212 |Treat or limit the use Prohibit surface-disturbing activities within a minimum No similar action. Apply SSR within a
of soils in Cactus Park of 25 meters (82 feet) of “fragile soils” (distance may minimum of 25 meters
(1,000 acres): Limit access |be extended on the basis of site-specific conditions) (see (82 feet) of “fragile soils”
to the area, implement Appendix B, Maps 2-1b and 2-1c). On-site evaluation of (distance may be extended
land treatment measures site-specific soil characteristics would be conducted by the on the basis of site-specific
(including gully plugs, BLM verifying that the U.S. Department of Agriculture conditions) (see Appendix
reseeding, diversion and (USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) B, Map 2-2p). On-site
water-retention structures) |soil mapping unit descriptions are appropriate to the site. evaluation of site-specific
(BLM 1987). soil characteristics would

be conducted by the BLM
verifying that NRCS soil

mapping unit descriptions
are appropriate to the site.

213 | Analyze proposed Prohibit surface-disturbing activities on slopes greater than or equal to 40 percent to maintain site stability (see Appendix
surface-disturbing projects |B, Maps 2-1b, 2-1c, 2-1d, and 2—1p). Apply SSR in areas with natural slopes in the range of 25 to 40 percent (see
to determine suitability of | Appendix B, Maps 2-2b, 2-2¢, 2-2d, and 2-2p).
soils to support such projects
(BLM 1987).

214 | Goal: Protect, conserve, and/or enhance “natural” watershed functions in the capture, retention, and release of water in quantity, quality, and time to
meet the purposes outlined in the legislation.

215 |Goal: Protect, conserve, and/or enhance the geomorphic balance of area streams (e.g., stream channel width/depth, sinuosity, slope, and substrate are
appropriate for the given landscape setting and geology) with the water and sediment being supplied by watersheds within the planning area.

216 |Objective: Maintain or Objective: Manage public land activities within the planning area in a manner that contributes to the long term
improve existing water improvement of surface and groundwater quality and minimizes or controls elevated levels of salts, sediment, selenium,
quality in the resource area |and other potential contaminant contributions from Federal lands (or Federal actions) to water resources.

(BLM 1987).

217 |No similar action in existing | Prohibit surface-disturbing |Prohibit surface-disturbing Apply SSR within a minimum distance of 30 meters (98 feet)

RMPs. activities within a minimum |activities within a minimum | from the edge of the ordinary high-water mark (bank—full
distance of 50 meters (164 |distance of 30 meters (98 feet) | stage) of ephemeral streams (see Appendix B, Map 2-2p).
feet) from the edge of from the edge of the ordinary
the ordinary high-water high-water mark (bank-full
mark (bank-full stage) of  |[stage) of ephemeral streams
ephemeral streams (see (see Appendix B, Map 2—1c).
Appendix B, Map 2-1b).

218 |Monitor water quality, morphology, and channel stability of streams with concerns identified through land health assessments or inventories.
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Alternative B

Alternative C Alternative D

Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative
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219 |Objective: Ensure BLM Objective: Promote delisting of water quality impaired stream segments (currently segment | Objective: Promote
management actions do not |2 of the Lower Gunnison River Basin) and maintain water quality on segments meeting delisting of water quality
further degrade water quality | State water quality standards (currently stream segments 4a, 4b, 5, or 6 of the Lower impaired stream segments;
in impaired stream segments | Gunnison River Basin, Map 3-25). improve water quality
(currently segments 2 and limited stream segments that
4a) of the Lower Gunnison require TMDLs (currently
River basin. segment 2 of the Lower

Gunnison River Basin);
and maintain water quality
on segments meeting State
water quality standards
(currently stream segments
4a, 4b, 5, or 6 of the Lower
Gunnison River Basin, Map
3-25).

220 |Where willing No similar action. Pursue acquisition of land within the D-E NCA from willing sellers on properties with high
sellers/participants exist, potential to improve water resource conditions.
consider land or easement
acquisitions and land
exchanges that will enhance
the values of the D-E NCA
(Interim Management Policy
2009).

221 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Maintain, replace, improve, or remove and reclaim structures within streams that are
RMPs. contributing to morphologic destabilization and increased sedimentation to surface waters.

This would not include non-Federal diversions associated with valid existing water rights.

222 |Maintain or improve water | Prohibit surface-disturbing |Restrict development of new recreational facilities (e.g., Apply SSR for all surface

quality in remaining public
land by incorporating
site-specific mitigation or
improvement measures into
other resource program
projects that have potential
to affect water quality (BLM
1987).

activities within water
quality impaired stream
segments (currently segment
2 of the Lower Gunnison
River Basin) (see Appendix
B, Map 2-1b).

roads, trails, parking areas, and camp grounds) in water

quality impaired stream segments (currently segment 2 of the
Lower Gunnison River Basin). Maintain and restore existing
facilities to the greatest extent practicable without increasing

disturbance footprints.

disturbing activities in
watersheds of water
quality impaired stream
segments (303d-listed
stream segments) and
water quality limited
stream segments that
require TMDLs when
land health conditions
and/or BLM land use
authorizations contribute
towards impairment (see
Appendix B, Map 2-2p).
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative
Reclaim other
anthropogenic disturbances
where monitoring shows
they are contributing to
water quality degradation.

223 | No similar action in existing | Within the planning area, | Within the planning area, close| No similar action. In watersheds of
RMPs. close all nonessential routes |and rehab all nonessential water-quality-impaired
(per travel management routes (per travel management stream segments
objectives) located in water |objectives) located in water (303d-listed stream
quality impaired stream quality impaired stream segments) and
segments (currently segment | segments (currently segment 2 water-quality-limited
2 of the Lower Gunnison |of the Lower Gunnison River stream segments that
River basin). basin). require TMDLs, close and
rehabilitate all routes not
necessary to meet other
program objectives (in
accordance with travel
management objectives).
224 | Treat 1,500 acres within Allow degraded and Within the planning area, restore degraded and excessively eroding landscapes (per land
Cactus Park to reduce excessively eroding health determinations) to more desirable conditions (as defined by ecologic site description).
sediment (BLM 1987). landscapes to reclaim
through passive management
(e.g., removal of
grazing, route closures,
environmental education
and awareness) and natural
ProCesses.
225 Cultural Resources
226 |Note: Regardless of alternative, ongoing consultations (between the BLM, State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Native American Tribes, and
other parties with an interest in the cultural and archaeological resources of the D-E NCA) will drive the BLM’s management of cultural resources.
Management to be influenced by consultation includes implementation of resource allocation decisions, priority-setting and the management of
heritage areas. Cooperative projects between the BLM and Native American Tribes will also continue regardless of alternative. Examples include the
Ute Ethnobotany and Ute Trail projects and the Ute Learning Garden.
227 | Goal: Identify, preserve, and protect significant cultural resources in order to ensure they are available for appropriate uses by present and future
generations (i.e., for research, education, and preservation of cultural heritage)
228 |Objective: Review and Objective: Allocate cultural resources to preserve or utilize their educational, traditional, and scientific potential or

assess extant site data for
values, protection and
preservation needs (BLM
1987).

discharge them from further management consideration.
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Alternative B Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

229 | Consider the following when| Allocate all cultural resources currently recorded, or projected to occur on the basis of existing data synthesis, to Use
setting priorities for sites Allocations according to their nature and relative preservation value (BLM Manual 8110.42 (BLM 2004b) and planning
(BLM 1987): handbook H-1601-1 (BLM 2005); see glossary for more information regarding cultural use allocations). Cultural use

allocations include:
1. The capability of
the site to yield Use Category Allocation Management Action Desired Outcome
information important | a. Scientific use Permit appropriate research Preserved until research or data
to the prehistory or recovery potential is realized
history of the nation, b. Conservation for future use Protective measures/ Preserved until conditions for use
State, or local area. designation’ are met
) ) c. Traditional use Consult with tribes, determine Long-term preservation
2. The fragile or eroding limitations!
condition of the site. | 4 pyplic use Determine permitted use' Long-term preservation, on-site
Sites with fragile or interpretation
exp ose(.i fgatures May | . Experimental use Determine nature of Protected until used
take prl'orlty over experiment
stable sites. Examples . . .
S f. Discharge from management = Remove protective measures No use after recordation; not
are rock art, wickiups, d
eagle traps, scaffolds, preserve
and sites with eroding
features.

230 |Objective: Identify areas |Objective: Manage cultural resources for their allocated values.
of significance for future
inventory, designate high
value areas for special
management action based
upon criteria outlined in the
resource protection planning
process reports and cultural
resource management guide
for the resource area (BLM
1987).

231 | Actively manage the Cactus |Preserve and protect eligible properties and/or landscapes to | Preserve the existing character | Preserve and protect eligible

Park Cultural Resources
Management Site (1,000
acres). Protect and preserve
remaining high value sites
as prescribed by law and
policy or as opportunities
and situations arise (BLM
1987).

protect the integrity of setting and sense of place, and their
scientific and/or traditional values.

of eligible cultural properties
through holistic management
to protect the cultural, visual,
and biological landscape.

properties and/or landscapes
to protect the integrity of
setting and sense of place,
and their scientific and/or
traditional values.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

232 |Manage potentially eligible properties (“needs data”) as eligible until evaluative testing or additional evidence determines whether the site is eligible
or not eligible.
233 | Objective: No similar Objective: Identify and list appropriate National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) sites and districts for locations
objective in existing RMPs | within the D-E NCA that have unique and concentrated cultural values.
234 | No similar action in existing | Manage scientifically and publicly valuable archacological and cultural resources through documentation and nomination
RMPs. to the NRHP and completion of cultural resource management plans. Annually identify areas of significance for future
inventory and designate high-value areas for special management actions annually based upon criteria outlined in the
resource protection planning process reports and cultural resource management guide for the resource area.
235 |No similar action in existing | Nominate applicable individual eligible sites to the NRHP.
RMPs.
236 |No similar action in existing | Nominate groups of eligible sites on the basis of NRHP multiple property submissions for the following themes: Roads,
RMPs. Rails, and Trails; Paleoindian and Archaic Transition; rock art; Fremont; Protohistoric Camps, and shelters, caves,
and alcoves.
237 Conduct stabilization and rehabilitation of significant sites listed on the NRHP.
238 |Objective: No similar Objective: Promote public awareness, cultural resource education, and stewardship in the D-E NCA.
objective in existing RMPs.
239 |Respond to basic Section |Respond to basic Section |Respond to basic Section Respond to basic Section Respond to basic Section

106 and Section 110
responsibilities.

106 and Section 110
responsibilities and identify
measures such as the
following to proactively
manage, protect, and use
cultural resources:

e Organize and conduct
educational programs
for the public, school
groups, vocational
archaeology groups,
project proponents,
permittees, contractors,
and others about cultural
resource ethics, and
encourage their help
in reporting new
discoveries and incidents
of vandalism.

106 and Section 110
responsibilities and identify
measures such as the following
to proactively protect,
manage and preserve cultural
resources:

e Interpret sites (off-site)

e Stabilize and protect sites
that are becoming degraded
through erosion, recreation
or other impacts

e Limit archacological
excavation in certain
areas or on certain types
of site to preserve some
cultural resources for future
technologies or concerns.

e Prioritize interpretation
of National Register Sites

106 and Section 110
responsibilities and identify
measures such as the following
to proactively protect,
manage and preserve cultural
resources:

e Develop heritage tourism
sites using BMPs;

e Interpret sites (on or
off-site)

e Organize and conduct
ongoing educational
programs for the public,
school groups, vocational
archaeology groups, project
proponents, permittees,
contractors, and others
about cultural resource
ethics, and encourage their
help in reporting new

106 and Section 110
responsibilities and identify
measures such as the
following to proactively
protect, manage and preserve
cultural resources:

e Interpret sites (on or
off-site)

e Stabilize and protect
sites that are becoming
degraded through
erosion, recreation or
other impacts

e Prioritize interpretation
of National Register Sites
and/or Districts (on or
off-site).

e Organize and conduct
educational programs
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Alternative B Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

and/or Districts (on or off
site).

e Organize and conduct
educational programs for
the public, school groups,
vocational archaeology
groups, project proponents,
permittees, contractors, and
others about cultural
resource ethics, and
encourage their help in
reporting new discoveries
and incidents of vandalism.

discoveries and incidents
of vandalism.

Proposed Plan Alternative
for the public, school
groups, vocational
archaeology groups,
project proponents,
permittees, contractors,
and others about cultural
resource ethics, and
encourage their help
in reporting new
discoveries and incidents
of vandalism.

e Develop heritage tourism
sites using BMPs;

e Limit archaeological
excavation in certain
areas or on certain types
of site to preserve some
cultural resources for
future technologies or
concerns.

XLUDJY S2ALDULI] Y
Saaypudl]y 7 421dvy)y

240 |Objective: No similar Objective: Maintain and protect the integrity of setting and place of areas where natural, cultural, and historic resources
objective in existing RMPs. |combine to form a cohesive, important landscape. Respond to the tribes’ identified interest in landscape-level attention by
managing these landscapes as heritage areas.
241 |No similar action in existing | Manage 327 acres in Little Dominguez Canyon as the Manage 327 acres in Little | Manage 327 acres in Little

RMPs.

Rambo/Little Dominguez Canyon Heritage Area to maintain
and protect the integrity of setting and place as a historic
homestead location (Map 2-9p). Within this area:

e Restrict access for conservation purposes and protect and
preserve historic structures

e Make the area day use only to prevent the likelihood of
destruction of structures

Dominguez Canyon as the
Rambo/Little Dominguez
Canyon Heritage Area to
maintain and protect the
integrity of setting and place
as a historic homestead
location (Map 2-9p). Within
this area:

e Focus on the education,
interpretation and
protection/preservation
of the historic Rambo
homestead.

Dominguez Canyon as the
Rambo/Little Dominguez
Canyon Heritage Area to
maintain and protect the
integrity of setting and place
as a historic homestead
location (Map 2-9p). Within
this area:

e Focus on the education,
interpretation and
protection/preservation
of the historic Rambo
homestead.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B Alternative C

Alternative D

e Prohibit camping within
100 meters of any historical
buildings or structures to
prevent the likelihood of
destruction of structures.

Proposed Plan Alternative

e Make the area day use
only to prevent the
likelihood of destruction
of structures

242

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Manage 1,652 acres in Big Dominguez Canyon as the Big
Dominguez Canyon Heritage Area to maintain and protect
the integrity of setting and place with a focus on prehistoric
rock art, trails, historic railroad area, biological heritage
(Map 2-9p). Within this area:

e Focus on the education and interpretation (outside of
the Wilderness boundaries) of the following locations
and topics: Bridgeport Siding, rock art, Denver and
Rio Grande Railroad, historic ranching, threatened and
endangered species

e Make the Wilderness within the area day use only to
reduce vandalism and theft.

Manage 1,652 acres in Big
Dominguez Canyon as the
Big Dominguez Canyon
Heritage Area to maintain
and protect the integrity

of setting and place with a
focus on prehistoric rock

art, trails, historic railroad
area, biological heritage (Map
2-9p). Within this area:

e Focus on the education and
interpretation (outside of
the Wilderness boundaries)
of the following locations
and topics: Bridgeport
Siding, rock art, Denver
and Rio Grande Railroad,
historic and current
ranching, trails (e.g., Ute
trails, mining roads, paleo
roads), natural resources
(particularly BLM special
status species found within
the area)

e Prohibit camping within
100 meters of cultural sites
to prevent vandalism and
theft.

Manage 1,652 acres in Big
Dominguez Canyon as the
Big Dominguez Canyon
Heritage Area to maintain
and protect the integrity

of setting and place with a
focus on prehistoric rock art,
trails, historic railroad area,
and biological heritage (Map
2-9p). Within this area:

e Focus on the education
and interpretation
(outside of the Wilderness
boundaries) of the
following locations
and topics: Bridgeport
Siding, rock art, Denver
and Rio Grande Railroad,
historic and current
ranching, trails (e.g.,
Ute trails, mining roads,
paleo roads), natural
resources (particularly
BLM special status
species found within the
area)

o Make the Wilderness
within the heritage area
Day Use Only to reduce
vandalism and theft.
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Row Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Proposed Plan Alternative
243 | No similar action in existing | Manage 2,034 acres in Manage 2,034 acres in High |Same as Alternative C, except | Manage 2,034 acres in
RMPs. High Park as the High Park |Park as the High Park Heritage|that the area will be managed |High Park as the High Park
Heritage Area to maintain | Area to maintain and protect |using VRM Class II, not VRM | Heritage Area to maintain
and protect the integrity the integrity of setting and Class I. and protect the integrity
of setting and preserve preserve the natural landscape of setting and preserve
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the natural landscape
characteristics of the area.
This area will be used to
provide Native American
groups with traditional use
opportunities (Map 2-9p).
Within this area:

e Provide access to
traditional use areas
for members of Native
American Tribes. This
could mean opening or
allowing administrative
access for traditional use
purposes.

e Promote natural
processes in land
management

e Intensively manage
recreation or livestock
grazing use in the area
if monitoring indicates
that desired natural
landscapes and settings
are being degraded by
these uses, as defined by
biological objectives.

e Manage using VRM
Class I

e Promote ponderosa pine
natural regeneration and
expansion in the area

characteristics of the area.
This area will be used to
provide Native American
groups with traditional use
opportunities (Map 2-9p).
Within this area:

e Provide access to
traditional use areas
for members of Native
American Tribes. This
could mean opening,
allowing administrative
access or construction of
new routes for traditional
use purposes

e Promote natural processes
in land management

e Intensively manage
recreation or livestock
grazing use in the area if
monitoring indicates that
desired natural landscapes
and settings are being
degraded by these uses,
as defined by biological
objectives.

e Manage using VRM Class I

e Promote ponderosa
pine regeneration and
expansion in the area,
while minimizing the
use of ground disturbing

the natural landscape
characteristics of the area.
This area will be used to
provide Native American
groups with traditional use
opportunities (Map 2-9p).
Within this area:

e Provide access to
traditional use areas
for members of Native
American Tribes. This
could mean opening,
allowing administrative
access or construction of
new routes for traditional
use purposes

e Promote natural
processes in land
management

e Intensively manage
recreation or livestock
grazing use in the area
if monitoring indicates
that desired natural
landscapes and settings
are being degraded by
these uses, as defined by
biological objectives.

e Manage using VRM
Class II

e Promote ponderosa
pine regeneration and
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B
through restrictions on
allowable uses.

Alternative C
vegetation treatments
(preference would be for
the use of prescribed fire
and hand treatments (e.g.,
chain saws).

e Consult with Native
American tribes to set
management objectives

o Consult with Native
American tribes to set
management objectives

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative
expansion in the area,
while minimizing the
use of ground disturbing
vegetation treatments
(preference would be for
the use of prescribed fire
and hand treatments (e.g.,
chain saws).

e Consult with Native
American tribes to set
management objectives

244

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Manage 450 acres in Leonards Basin as the Leonards Basin

Heritage Area to maintain and protect the integrity of setting
and place with a focus on prehistoric rock art, geological and
biological heritage (Map 2-9p). Within this area:

e Limit access to rock art sites to traditional and
administrative purposes

e Intensively manage recreation or livestock grazing use
in the area if monitoring indicates that desired natural
landscapes and settings are being degraded by these uses,
as defined by biological objectives

e Make the Wilderness area portion of the area day-use only

Manage 450 acres in Leonards
Basin as the Leonards Basin
Heritage Area to maintain and
protect the integrity of setting
and place with a focus on
prehistoric rock art, geological
and biological heritage (Map
2-9p). Within this area:

e Focus management
on the education and
interpretation of prehistoric
rock art

e Intensively manage
recreation or livestock
grazing use in the area if
monitoring indicates that
desired natural landscapes
and settings are being
degraded by these uses,
as defined by biological
objectives

e Prohibit camping within
100 meters of cultural
sites in the area within the
Wilderness Boundary

Manage 450 acres in
Leonards Basin as the
Leonards Basin Heritage
Area to maintain and protect
the integrity of setting

and place with a focus

on prehistoric rock art,
geological and biological
heritage (Map 2-9p). Within
this area:

e Focus management
on the education
and interpretation of
prehistoric rock art

e Intensively manage
recreation or livestock
grazing use in the area
if monitoring indicates
that desired natural
landscapes and settings
are being degraded by
these uses, as defined by
biological objectives

e Make the Wilderness
area portion of the area
day-use only
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Row

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

245 | No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Manage the Escalante Canyon | Manage the Escalante
RMPs. and Hunting Ground RMAs |Canyon RMA (Map
as heritage area to provide 2-8p) as a heritage area
opportunities for heritage to provide opportunities for
tourism (Map 2—-8d). See the |heritage tourism. See the
Recreational Use (row 323) |Recreational Use section
and National Historic Trails |(row 323) for more details.
(row 601) sections for actions
related to these areas).
246 | Goal: Promote activities that fall under Section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), including interpretive materials, research
surveys, site stabilization, detailed recording and monitoring.
247 |Objective: No similar Objective: Promote professional and avocational cultural resource research, preservation, | Objective: Promote
objective in existing RMPs. |and excavation. professional cultural
resource research,
preservation, and
excavation.
248 | Objective: Conduct Section 110 (of the NHPA) surveys. [Objective: Conduct Section |Objective: Conduct Section | Same as Alternative A:
110 (of NHPA) surveys on 110 (of NHPA) surveys on a
a minimum of 100 acres per |minimum of 50 acres per year | Objective: Conduct Section
year 110 (of the NHPA) surveys.
248a | No similar action. No similar action. No similar action (see row No similar action (see row Strive to conduct Section
above). above). 110 (of NHPA) surveys on
100 or more acres per year.
249 | No similar action in existing | Prioritize Section 110 efforts | Prioritize Section 110 efforts |Prioritize Section 110 efforts on inventory of areas that
RMPs. on inventory of areas that |on inventory of areas that are likely to contain the most scientifically valuable
are likely to contain the are likely to contain the archaeological resources, testing of “needs data” sites and
most scientifically valuable |most scientifically valuable |research excavation of eligible sites.
archaeological resources, archaeological resources.
and testing of “needs data”
sites.
250 |No similar action in existing | Develop a Monitoring Plan that identifies sites that are to receive regular patrols and documentation by BLM law
RMPs. enforcement rangers.
251 | Goal: Reduce imminent threats from natural or human-caused deterioration and resolve potential conflicts with other resource uses by ensuring that all

authorizations for land use and resource use comply with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

252

Objective: Protect and
preserve remaining high
value sites as prescribed
by law and policy or as
opportunities and situations
arise (BLM 1987).

Alternative B
Objective: Protect and
preserve remaining high
value sites as prescribed
by law and policy or as
opportunities and situations
arise. Testing and data
recovery is the preferred
method to mitigate the
scientific potential of sites
allocated to scientific or
experimental use.

Alternative C
Objective: Protect and

preserve remaining high value

sites as prescribed by law and
policy or as opportunities and

situations arise. The preferred

method of cultural resource

mitigation or protection would

be to design projects so as to
avoid sites.

Alternative D
Objective: Same as
Alternative B

Proposed Plan Alternative
Objective: Protect and
preserve remaining high
value sites as prescribed
by law and policy or as
opportunities and situations
arise. The preferred
method of cultural resource
mitigation or protection
would be to design projects
so as to avoid sites.

253

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Prohibit surface-disturbing activities within 100 meters (328

feet) around sites allocated to Public Use, Scientific Use,
Conservation Use and Experiment Use.

Apply SSR within 100 meters

(328 feet) of sites allocated
to Public Use, Scientific
Use, Conservation Use, and
Experimental Use.

Apply SSR within 100
meters (328 feet) of eligible
or potentially eligible

sites allocated to public,
scientific, conservation,
and experimental uses.
Consider applying SSR
within 100 meters of
non-eligible, allocated sites
based on the nature of the
development, site type and

topography.

254

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Prohibit surface-disturbing activities within 200 meters (656

feet) around sites allocated to traditional use.

Apply SSR to
surface-disturbing activities
within 200 meters (656 feet)

of sites allocated to Traditional

Use.

Apply SSR within 200
meters (656 feet) of
eligible or potentially
eligible sites allocated to
traditional use. Consider
applying SSR within 200
meters of non-eligible sites
allocated to traditional use
based on the nature of the
development, site type and

topography.

255

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Identify cultural properties requiring physical or administrative protection measures to protect site integrity and
implement necessary measures.

256

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Authorized actions must include a stipulation that requires the applicant to protect cultural resources from damages

associated with inadvertent discovery or intentional or unauthorized use.

257

Goal: Uphold government-to-government responsibilities with Native Americans to manage cultural resources and landscapes associated with their
ancestral homeland and to accommodate traditional uses.
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Row Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Proposed Plan Alternative
258 |Objective: Engage in cooperative projects with Native American tribes with connections to the D-E NCA. Through consultation, continue to compile
information regarding traditional cultural properties, sacred sites, traditional uses, and cultural landscapes. Information obtained from available literature
and field visits to known Ute cultural resources in consultation with the Ute Tribes provided the following management actions. Consultation with other
Native American Tribes may result in new information, identifying new resources that will require additional protection.

259 | No similar action in existing | In coordination with other travel management objectives, work with tribal cultural departments and tribal members
RMPs. to reestablish and interpret traditional trails.

260 |Cooperate with and include |In consultation with Native Americans and other groups with heritage values in the D-E NCA, develop additional heritage
Native American Tribes with | areas (additional to the areas described above) and manage those landscapes to preserve the existing character of the

land-use planning. cultural and physical landscape to the maximum extent possible.
261 |No similar action in existing | Maintain and protect natural | Maintain and, where appropriate, improve natural and cultural resource conditions to
RMPs. and cultural resource enhance opportunities for Native Americans to use cultural landscapes and properties in
conditions to enhance their traditional homeland.

opportunities for Native
Americans to use cultural
landscapes and properties in
their traditional homeland.

262 | No similar action in existing | Considering other resource decisions to the extent possible, work with tribal cultural Considering other resource
RMPs. departments and tribal members to provide administrative access to authorized tribal decisions to the extent
members for the collection of appropriate natural resources needed to maintain traditional | possible, work with tribal
lifeways. cultural departments and

tribal members to provide
administrative access to
authorized tribal members
to access appropriate
cultural properties and/or
locations for the collection
of appropriate natural
resources needed to
maintain traditional

lifeways.
E—ﬁ_

264 |Notes: the Wilderness has been subdivided into three Wilderness Zones (Map 2—10p))

The wilderness value of naturalness is defined by PPSV indicators presented in Appendix G. Colorado hookless cactus is included in the PPSV
indicators, and is therefore an indicator of naturalness, not an indicator of supplemental values. Other threatened and endangered species are
considered supplemental values, along with cultural and paleontological resources.

265 |Goal: Preserve, protect, or enhance the qualities of wilderness character in the Dominguez Canyon Wilderness.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

266 |Objective: No similar Objective: Manage the Objective: Manage the Objective: Objective:
objective in existing RMPs. | Wilderness with an emphasis| Wilderness with an emphasis
on protecting untrammeled |on protecting and restoring | Wilderness Zone 1: Manage |Wilderness Zone
character and opportunities |supplemental values (federally | with an emphasis on protecting|1: Manage with an
for primitive and unconfined | listed species, cultural and ~ |and restoring supplemental | emphasis on protecting
recreation. paleo resources), naturalness | values (federally listed and restoring naturalness
and opportunities for solitude. | species, cultural and paleo and supplemental values
resources). (federally listed species,
cultural and paleo
Wilderness Zone 2: Manage |resources).
with an emphasis on protecting
and improving the area’s Wilderness Zone 2:
undeveloped nature and Manage with an emphasis
opportunities for solitude. on protecting supplemental
values, and protecting and
Wilderness Zone 3: Manage |restoring naturalness and
with an emphasis on protecting| opportunities for solitude
and restoring naturalness, and
protecting opportunities for | Wilderness Zone 3:
primitive and unconfined Manage with an emphasis
recreation. on protecting supplemental
values, and protecting and
restoring naturalness and
opportunities for primitive
and unconfined recreation
267 |Allow trammeling only as needed to meet the above wilderness objectives, or in the case of emergencies where such an action is needed for
the protection of public health and safety.
268 |For any non-emergency implementation action in the Wilderness, conduct and use a minimum requirements analysis to achieve the resource objectives

(emergency involves wildland fire activities and the health and safety of persons in the area) (see Appendix H).
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Row

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

269 |Objective: No similar Objective: Allow natural |Objective: Enhance or Objective: Objective:
objective in existing RMPs. |processes to determine the |maintain the condition of
condition of biological attributes for priority species | Wilderness Zones 1 and 2: | Enhance the rankings
resources within the and vegetation attributes Enhance or maintain the for priority species and
Wilderness. that are currently in “good” |condition of attributes for vegetation attributes that are
or “very good” condition priority species and vegetation | currently in “fair” or “poor”
(Appendix G). (Appendix G). condition. (Appendix G).
Enhance the rankings for Wilderness Zone 3: Same as
priority species and vegetation | Alternative C
attributes that are currently
in “fair” condition to move
toward “very good” condition.
Enhance the rankings for
priority species and vegetation
attributes that are currently
in “poor” condition to move
toward “good” condition
(Appendix G).
269a | No similar action in existing | When monitoring indicates | Evaluate allowable Same as C. If monitoring indicates
RMPs. degradation of wilderness | wilderness use restrictions allowable wilderness uses
characteristics, restrict and active management are contributing to “fair” or
allowable wilderness uses | actions inside the Wilderness “poor” conditions, include
before implementing active | on a case-by-case basis. use restrictions as part of
management. (e.g., restrict any active management
camping in areas with strategy.
noxious and/or invasive
weed patches before
spraying weeds).
270 |No similar action in existing | Do not conduct vegetation | Authorize the minimum number of vegetation treatments (e.g.,| Do not conduct vegetation

RMPs.

treatments in the Wilderness
(exception: where
substantial degradation

to wilderness values would
occur in the absence of such
treatments).

planned fire, chemical, mechanical, biological) necessary to
meet naturalness objectives, or as needed to achieve cultural

resource objectives.

treatments in the
Wilderness, unless

PPSV indicators are
determined to be in “poor”
or “fair.” Then conduct
the minimum number of
vegetation treatments (e.g.,
planned fire, chemical,
biological) necessary to
meet naturalness objectives.
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Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

271 |No similar action in existing | Manage wildfire using Manage wildfires using MIST (Minimum Impact Suppression | When suppressing a
RMPs. MIST (Minimum Impact Techniques) to help achieve wilderness objectives, prevent wildfire, use Minimum
Suppression Techniques) substantial degradation to any wilderness value, and/or protect| Impact Suppression Tactics
to promote fire as a natural |life and/or property outside the Wilderness. (MIST) to limit impact to
process, and control only wilderness values.
in instances where fire
threatens life and/or property
outside the Wilderness,
or as needed to fulfill
legal and tribal obligations
(Exception: to meet historic
preservation objectives).
272 | No similar action in existing | Limit post-fire rehabilitation | Allow post-fire rehabilitation if such actions help achieve Do not conduct post-fire
RMPs. to instances where wilderness and naturalness objectives (or to prevent substantial | rehabilitation in the
conditions threaten public |degradation to any wilderness value). Wilderness, unless PPSV
health and safety, or where indicators are determined
substantial degradation to be “poor” or “fair.”
could occur to natural and Then allow post-fire
supplemental values. rehabilitation if such
actions help achieve
naturalness objectives.
273 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Require all overnight visitors |Require all overnight visitors | Wilderness Zone 1: No
RMPs. to pack out solid human waste. | to bury solid human waste in a|overnight camping.
cathole more than 100 meters
from a natural water source | Wilderness Zone 2 of
(rivers, creeks, springs, and | Big Dominguez Canyon:
seeps). require all overnight visitors
to pack out solid human
waste.
Wilderness Zone 3: Same
as Alternative D.
274 | No similar action in existing | Monitoring devices (e.g., Monitoring devices (e.g., radio collars, stream gauges, Authorize the minimum

RMPs.

radio collars, stream gauges,
cameras) would only be
allowed in cases where
such devices would prevent
substantial wilderness
resource degradation.

cameras) may be installed to meet naturalness and

supplemental value objectives.

number of installations
necessary to monitor
trends and conditions

of naturalness (PPSV
indicators) and
opportunities for solitude
or unconfined recreation).
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Row Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Proposed Plan Alternative
275 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Close areas within 100 meters | Close areas within 50 meters |Limit camping to designated
RMPs. of a natural water source to  |of a natural water source to |sites in the Gunnison river
overnight camping. overnight camping. corridor.

Limit camping in other
riparian areas to designated
sites when conditions are
shown to be deteriorating as
a result of this use, on the
basis of riparian indicators

identified in Appendix G.
276 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Allow non-emergency landing of aircraft inside the Wilderness| Do not allow
RMPs. only for the purpose of protecting or enhancing naturalness | non-emergency landing of
(e.g., bighorn sheep management). aircraft, motorized vehicle

uses, motorized equipment
uses, and mechanized
transport uses inside the
Wilderness, unless PPSV
indicators are determined
to be “poor” or “fair.” Then
allow the minimum number
necessary to protect or
enhance naturalness (e.g.,
bighorn sheep monitoring
to reduce disease risk).

277 |No similar action in existing | Domestic non-working Domestic non-|No similar action. Wilderness Zone 1:
RMPs. dogs must be on leash working dogs Domestic non-working
within bighorn sheep must be on | Wilderness Zone 1: Domestic non-working | dogs must be on leash
range (includes substantial |leash within |dogs must be on leash to protect desert bighorn| to protect desert bighorn
portions of the Wilderness), |bighorn sheep |sheep (Map 2-10p). sheep (Map 2-10p).
as defined by CPW. production
and winter
concentration

areas (includes
portions of the
Wilderness)
from
December 1 to
May 1 (minor
changes to
these dates
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

may be
made in
coordination
with CPW).
278 |Objective: No similar Objective: Protect Objective: Protect and restore| Objective: Objective:
objective in existing RMPs. |supplemental values (T&E |supplemental values (T&E
species, cultural and paleo |species, cultural and paleo | Wilderness Zone 1: Same as | Wilderness Zone 1:
resources). resources). Alternative C
Protect and restore
Wilderness Zones 2 and 3: supplemental values (T&E
Same as Alternative B species, cultural and paleo
resources).
Wilderness Zones 2 and 3:
Protect supplemental values
(T&E species, cultural and
paleo resources).
279 |No similar action in existing | Wilderness Zone 1 (includes a portion of the Big Dominguez| Wilderness Zone 1 (includes a | Wilderness Zone 1
RMPs. Canyon Heritage Area and all of the Rambo/Little portion of the Big Dominguez | (includes a portion of
Dominguez Canyon Heritage Area) and the Wilderness Canyon Heritage Area and the Big Dominguez Canyon
portion of the Leonards Basin Heritage Area: Close to all of the Rambo/Little Heritage Area and all of the
overnight camping (Map 2-9p). Dominguez Canyon Heritage |Rambo/Little Dominguez
Area) and the Wilderness Canyon Heritage Area) and
portion of the Leonards Basin |the Wilderness portion of
Heritage Area: Prohibit the Leonards Basin Heritage
camping within 100 meters of | Area: Close to overnight
cultural sites and/or historic |camping (Map 2-9p).
buildings (Map 2-9p).
280 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Wilderness Zone 1: Designate | No similar action. Wilderness Zone 1:

RMPs.

as limited to designated routes
for horse and foot travel to
enhance supplemental values.

Designate as limited

to existing routes for
horse travel to enhance
supplemental values.
Allow off-route foot travel.
Close trails or areas to
foot and horse travel
where necessary to protect
resources (e.g., trails that
lead to cultural sites not
allocated to public use).
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

Inventory routes in Zone
1 to update existing BLM
inventory and produce
associated map for public.

XLUDIN SIADUAI]Y
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281 |No similar action in existing | Implement temporary area |Implement temporary area or | Wilderness Zone 1: Same as Alternative C
RMPs. or activity closures for the |activity closures as needed
protection of supplemental |to protect and/or restore Wilderness Zones 2 and 3: Same as Alternative B
values only where such supplemental values.
closures are necessary
to prevent substantial
degradation to (or loss of)
supplemental values.
282 |Objective: No similar Objective: Protect the Objective: Protect the Objective: Objective: Protect the
objective in existing RMPs. |undeveloped nature of the |undeveloped nature of the undeveloped nature
Wilderness by maintaining | Wilderness by minimizing the | Wilderness Zones 1 and 3: | of the Wilderness by
the current nature and number of new structures. Same as Alternative C minimizing the number of
number of inventoried new structures.
structures (see Keeping it Wilderness Zone 2: Same as
Wild Monitoring in RMP Alternative B
Chapter 3).
283 | No similar action in existing | Leave in place and allow Remove existing human developments not needed to achieve wilderness resource objectives
RMPs. natural processes to (Exceptions: necessary livestock developments that existed on the date of designation,
degrade existing human significant cultural resources).
developments inside the
Wilderness (Exception: to
meet historic preservation
objectives).
284 | No similar action in existing | Do not authorize the Authorize the construction or | Wilderness Zone 1: Authorize | Authorize the construction

RMPs.

construction or installation
of new developments in
the Wilderness (exception:
when needed to prevent
substantial degradation of
wilderness values or to
protect public health and
safety).

installation of the minimum
number of new developments

(e.g., livestock water facilities,

fences) necessary to protect
or enhance naturalness,
supplemental values,
opportunities for solitude,

or to protect public health and
safety.

the construction or installation
of the minimum number of
new developments necessary
to protect or enhance
supplemental values, or to
protect naturalness.

Wilderness Zone 2: Authorize
the construction or installation
of new developments only in
concert with the removal of
existing developments.

or installation of the
minimum number of

new developments (e.g.,
livestock water facilities,
fences) necessary to protect
wilderness values and meet
wilderness management
objectives.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Wilderness Zone 3: Allow
for the construction of new
developments (e.g., livestock
water facilities, fences),
while minimizing impacts

to primitive and unconfined
recreation.

Proposed Plan Alternative

285 | Authorize motorized entries for livestock operations using minimum requirements analysis in accordance with congressional grazing guidelines.

286 | Allow the use of motorized vehicles for the Rambo life lease. Allow the use of motorized
vehicles for the duration of
the Rambo life lease.

287 |Objective: No similar Objective: Manage Objective: Manage recreation | Objective: Objective:

objective in existing RMPs. |recreation in the Wilderness |in the Wilderness to provide

to provide outstanding outstanding opportunities for | Wilderness Zone 1: Manage |Wilderness Zone 1: Manage

opportunities for primitive |solitude (defined as an average | recreation to support and recreation to support and

and unconfined recreation. |number of contacts per visit of| protect supplemental values. |protect supplemental values.

4 or fewer).
Wilderness Zone 2: Manage |Wilderness Zone 2: Manage
recreation to protect recreation to protect
outstanding opportunities outstanding opportunities
for solitude (defined as for solitude (defined as an
average number of contacts |average number of contacts
per visit of 4 or fewer). per visit of 4 or fewer).
Wilderness Zone 3: Manage |Wilderness Zone 3: Manage
recreation to provide recreation to support
outstanding opportunities and protect naturalness
for primitive and unconfined |and provide outstanding
recreation. opportunities for primitive
and unconfined recreation.
288 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Limit group size in the Wilderness Zone 1: Limit Wilderness Zone 1: Limit

RMPs.

Wilderness to 6 people or
fewer.

group size to 12 people or
fewer.

Wilderness Zone 2: Limit
group size to 6 people or
fewer.

Wilderness Zone 3: Do not
limit group size

group size to 25 people or
fewer. Wilderness Zones 2
and 3: Limit group size to
12 people or fewer.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative
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RMPs.

that supports outstanding
opportunities for primitive
and unconfined recreation
(see Appendix N, Travel
Management).

enhance visitor opportunities
for solitude (see Appendix N,
Travel Management).

supports wilderness zone
objectives (see Appendix N,
Travel Management).

Wilderness Zone 1: Construct
new or reroute designated
routes to protect cultural
resources

Wilderness Zone 2: Construct
new routes only when
accompanied by a comparable
number of route closures that

289 | No similar action in existing | Limit visitor use only Limit visitor use as necessary | Wilderness Zone 1: Limit Limit visitor use only as
RMPs. as necessary to prevent to protect or improve visitor use as necessary to necessary to meet wilderness
substantial degradation to | naturalness, supplemental protect supplemental values. |objectives and/or to protect
other wilderness values (i.e., | values and to meet the public health and safety.
naturalness, undeveloped, |above objective related to Wilderness Zones 2: Limit
and solitude). outstanding opportunities for |Vvisitor use as necessary to meet
solitude. the above objective related to
outstanding opportunities for
solitude.
Wilderness Zone 3: Limit
visitor use only as necessary
to prevent degradation to
other wilderness values (i.e.,
naturalness, undeveloped, and
solitude)
289a | No similar action in existing | Prohibit drilling or the use | Same as B Allow bolting for rock Require a permit for
RMPs of permanent equipment for climbing, but require the use | placement and maintenance
rock climbing. of hand-powered drills and a | of permanent climbing
permit. anchors inside the
Wilderness. With partners
(climbing organizations,
local business, wilderness
organizations) develop and
implement a permitting
process.
290 |No similar action in existing | Identify a trail system Identify a trail system to Identify a trail system that Identify a trail system that

supports wilderness zone
objectives (see Appendix N,
Travel Management).

Wilderness Zone 1:
Construct new or reroute
designated routes to protect
cultural resources

Wilderness Zone 2:
Construct new routes if
necessary to improve
opportunities for solitude.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

improves opportunities for
solitude.

Wilderness Zone 3:
Construct new or reroute
designated routes to enhance
opportunities for primitive
types of recreation.

Proposed Plan Alternative

Wilderness Zone 3:
Construct new or reroute
designated routes to enhance
opportunities for primitive
types of recreation.

291 |No similar action in existing | Issue low impact (Class I | Do not issue commercial Issue low and medium impact |Issue low and medium
RMPs. in Appendix ) commercial |permits. (Class I and Class II in impact (Class I and Class 11
special recreation permits Appendix I) commercial in Appendix I) commercial
special recreation permits. and organized group special
recreation permits.
292 | No similar action in existing | No similar action. Do not provide for exceptions |For Special Area SRPs, Do not provide for

RMPs.

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics (outside Dominguez Canyon Wilderness and Remaining Wilderness Study Areas)
Goal: Provide appropriate levels of protection for areas determined to possess wilderness characteristics outside of existing WSAs and Dominguez

to group size limitations.

Canyon Wilderness, while considering competing resource demands and manageability.

provide for an exception

to group size limitations

in Wilderness Zone 1 for
groups that obtain a Low and
medium impact (Class I or
II) organized group special
recreation permit.

exceptions to group size
limitations.

295

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs
(not managing for wilderness
characteristics in these
areas).

Objective: Preserve
and/or enhance wilderness
characteristics in all
lands with wilderness
characteristics.

Objective: No similar
objective (not managing for
wilderness characteristics in
these areas)

Objective: No similar
objective (not managing for
wilderness characteristics in
these areas)

Objective: Preserve

and/or enhance wilderness
characteristics in lands
managed for their wilderness
characteristics.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

296 |No similar action in existing | Manage the following No similar action (not No similar action (not Manage the following
RMPs (not managing for areas for their wilderness | managing for wilderness managing for wilderness areas for their wilderness
wilderness characteristics in | characteristics (Map 2—11b): | characteristics in these areas) |characteristics in these areas) |characteristics (Map 2—11p):
these areas).

e Dominguez Addition e Dry Fork of Escalante
(3,025 acres) (7,021 acres)

e Gunnison Slopes (5,194 e Cottonwood Canyon
acres) (6,576 acres)

e Dry Fork of Escalante
(7,021 acres)

e Cottonwood Canyon
(6,576 acres)

297 |No similar action in existing | Manage for solitude and No similar action. No similar action. Same as Alternative B

RMPs. primitive/unconfined
recreation in lands with
wilderness characteristics
by providing opportunities
for quiet, non-motorized,
non-mechanized recreation.
298 | No similar action in existing | Consistent with the theme of | No similar action. No similar action. Leave existing human

RMPs.

Alternative B, leave existing
human developments in
lands with wilderness
characteristics in place and
allow them to degrade over
time (exception: existing
and necessary livestock
developments).

developments in place in the
Dry Fork of Escalante and
Cottonwood Canyon and
allow them to degrade over
time (exception: existing
and necessary livestock
developments).
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

299 | No similar action in existing | For any non-emergency No similar action. No similar action. For any non-emergency
RMPs. implementation action implementation action in
in lands with wilderness the Dry Fork of Escalante
characteristics, consider and Cottonwood Canyon,
how proposed actions consider how proposed
would impact inventoried actions would impact
naturalness and inventoried naturalness
opportunities for solitude and opportunities for
and/or primitive and solitude and/or primitive and
unconfined recreation unconfined recreation
(emergency involves (emergency involves
unplanned, wildfire activities unplanned, wildfire activities
and the health and safety of and the health and safety of
persons in the area). persons in the area).
In the response to wildfire,
use Minimum Impact
Suppression Tactics
(MIST) to limit impact to
wilderness characteristics.
Only allow ground
disturbing mechanical
tactics (e.g., bulldozers)
if life and/or property is
threatened.
300 |No similar action in existing | Consistent with theme of | No similar action. No similar action. No similar action.

RMPs.

Alternative B, allow natural
processes to dictate the
condition of biological
resources in lands with
wilderness characteristics
unless conditions would
substantially deteriorate in
the absence of management
intervention.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

SId [eul pue

JINY pasodold eary UONBAIISUO))
[BUOLIBN] 9JUB[BISH-ZoNSuIwo(]

XLDIN SIADUAI]Y
saaypuLdl]y 7 123dvy)

301 |No similar action in existing | Consistent with theme No similar action. No similar action. To protect naturalness,
RMPs. of Alternative B and to apply SSR within the Dry
protect naturalness, prohibit Fork of Escalante and
surface-disturbing activities Cottonwood Canyon (see
and new developments Appendix B, Map 2-2p).
within lands with wilderness
characteristics (see
Appendix B, Map 2-1b).
302 |No similar action in existing | To protect opportunities No similar action. No similar action. To protect opportunities
RMPs. for unconfined recreation, for unconfined recreation,
limit visitor use only limit visitor use in the
as necessary to prevent Dry Fork of Escalante and
substantial degradation to Cottonwood Canyon only
wilderness characteristics as necessary to prevent
(i.e., naturalness and substantial degradation to
opportunities for solitude). wilderness characteristics
(i.e., naturalness and
opportunities for solitude).
303 o Resa

304 | Goal: Protect the open spaces, the natural aesthetics, and the scenic vistas that are considered a social, economic, and environmental benefit.
305 |Objective: Maintain visual quality and integrity in accordance with VRM classes.

e Class I Objective: The objective of this class is to preserve the existing character of the landscape. This class provides for natural ecological
changes; however, it allows for very limited management activity. The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be very low
and must not attract attention.

e Class II Objective: The objective of this class is to retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape
should be low. Changes can be seen but should not attract the attention of the casual viewer. Any changes must repeat the basic elements of form,
line, color, and texture found in the predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape.

e (Class III Objective: The objective of this class is to partially retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic
landscape should be moderate. Management activities may attract attention but should not dominate the view of the casual observer. Changes should
repeat the basic elements found in the predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape.

e Class IV Objective: Not applicable in D-E NCA

LTI



XLUD S2ADUIII]Y
SaapudIly 7 421dvy)

910C 2ung

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

306 |Manage the following acres |Manage the following acres |Manage the following acres to | Manage the following acres to | Manage the following acres
to achieve VRM class to achieve VRM class achieve VRM class objectives |achieve VRM class objectives |to achieve VRM class
objectives (Map 2—12a): objectives (Map 2—12b): (Map 2-12c): (Map 2-12d): objectives (Map 2—-12p):
VRM Class I: 69,238 acres | VRM Class I: 93,468 acres |VRM Class I: 71,679 acres VRM Class I: 107,636 acres | VRM Class I: 82,830 acres
VRM Class II: 36,769 acres | VRM Class II: 116,519 acres| VRM Class II: 138,308 acres | VRM Class II: 102,351 acres | VRM Class II: 127,169

acres.
VRM Class III: 104,871
acres
Undesignated: 420 acres

307 |No similar action in existing | Prioritize co-location of communication towers, facilities, and associated structures with Prioritize placing

RMPs. existing communication sites to minimize overall visual impacts. communication towers,
facilities, and associated
structures adjacent to
existing communication
sites to minimize overall
visual impacts.

308 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Reduce visual impacts from past and minimize visual impacts | Reduce visual impacts
RMPs. from future vegetation treatments, consistent with VRM from past and minimize

objectives. visual impacts from future
vegetation treatments,
consistent with VRM
objectives.

309 |No similar action in existing | Manage the following heritage areas as VRM I (Map 2-9p): |Manage heritage areas outside | Manage heritage areas
RMPs. of the Wilderness as VRM Il |outside of the Wilderness as

® Big Dominguez Canyon (1,652 acres, note that part of | (Map 2-9p). VRM II (Map 2-9p).
this heritage area is within the Wilderness and would be
managed as VRM I regardless of this action)
e High Park (2,034 acres)
310 |Manage the Wilderness and Wilderness Study Area as VRM L

8CI
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

RMPs.

the predominant natural features of the adjacent landscape.

311 |No similar action in existing | Manage the following No similar action. No similar action.
RMPs. lands with wilderness
characteristics as VRM 1 Manage the following
(Map 2—-11b): lands with wilderness
characteristics as VRM 1
e Gunnison Bluffs (Map 2-11p):
e Dominguez Addition e Cottonwood Canyon
e Cottonwood Canyon e Dry Fork of Escalante
e Dry Fork of Escalante
312 |Manage Escalante Canyon |No similar action. No similar action. Manage the following RMAs | No similar action.
under VRM II guidelines to as VRM I in order to meet
maintain its scenic qualities recreation setting objectives:
(BLM 1989a)
e Hunting Ground SRMA
e Gunnison Slopes SRMA
e Cottonwood Canyon
SRMA
313 |No similar action in existing | Designate the Old Spanish NHT corridor VRM 11 Designate the Old Spanish Designate the Old Spanish
RMPs. (Exception: allow construction of facilities that support NHT corridor VRM NHT corridor VRM 11
interpretive opportunities). I (Exception: allow
construction of facilities
that support retracement and
interpretive opportunities).
314 |No similar action in existing | Construct facilities to repeat the basic elements of form, line, color, and texture found in Construct facilities to repeat

the basic elements of form,
line, color, and texture found
in the predominant natural
features of the adjacent

landscape.
315 Air Resources

316 |Goal: Protect air quality and the natural soundscape within and surrounding the D-E NCA Goal: Protect air quality
within and surrounding the
D-E NCA.

317 |Objective: Ensure that the air quality within the D-E NCA meets State and Federal air quality standards and regulations

318 |Obtain State of Colorado permits for emissions for all prescribed burns.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

319 |Objective: No similar Objective: No similar Objective: Reduce dust and |Objective: No similar Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs. |objective particulate emissions from objective objective
BLM-sanctioned activities
within the D-E NCA.
320 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Implement appropriate BMPs |No similar action. No similar action.
RMPs. (Appendix J) and measures
to reduce small particulate
pollution (PM; and PM, 5)
resulting from management
actions (e.g., dust abatement
on existing and new road
construction).
321 |Objective: No similar Objective: No similar Objective: Reduce noise Objective: No similar Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs. |objective impacts within the D-E NCA |objective objective
322 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Reduce, as much as No similar action. No similar action.
RMPs. practicable, the number of
motorized routes within high
sound-impact areas (canyon
rims, overlooks, etc.).
323 Recreational Use
324 |Please see the Wilderness section (row 263) for management guidance on recreation in the Dominguez Canyon Wilderness.
325
326 |Goal: Provide a diversity of recreational opportunities that support outdoor-oriented lifestyles, add to participants’ and local communities’ quality of
life, and foster protection of natural and cultural resources.
327 |Objective: Protect Objective: Provide quality recreational opportunities that are consistent with, and contribute| Objective: Provide quality

resources, meet legal
requirements for visitor
health and safety, and
mitigate resource user
conflicts. Ensure the
continued availability

of outdoor recreational
opportunities that the public
seeks and that are not readily
available from other public
or private entities (BLM
1987).

Manage for extensive and
diverse recreational use
(BLM 1989a).

to, the conservation, protection and enhancement of the resources that were identified as
purposes of the designation of the D-E NCA.

recreational opportunities
that are consistent with,
and contribute to, the
conservation, protection
and enhancement of

the resources that were
identified as purposes of
the designation of the D-E
NCA. Manage recreation
consistent with biological,
natural and cultural resource
objectives.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

328

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Ensure that all sources of D-E NCA recreation information (e.g., kiosks, brochures, web
sites) include an educational component regarding the D-E NCA’s purposes.

Proposed Plan Alternative
Ensure that all sources

of D-E NCA recreation
information (e.g., kiosks,
brochures, web sites) include
an educational component
regarding the D-E NCA’s
purposes.

329

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

The BLM would not issue competitive SRPs that authorize
motorized events where speed or time determines winners.

The BLM may issue
competitive SRPs that
authorize motorized events
where speed or time
determines winners.

The BLM would not
issue competitive SRPs
that authorize motorized
events where speed or time
determines winners.

330

Allow geocaching and
similar activities without
BLM authorization.

Prohibit geocaching and
similar activities in the D-E
NCA

Geocaching and similar
activities require BLM
authorization prior to
placement

Same as Alternative A.

Navigational recreational
activity (e.g., geocaching)
requires BLM authorization
prior to placement. Allow
physical caches outside the
Wilderness. Only allow
earth (not physical) caches
inside the Wilderness.
Evaluate existing sites for
resource concerns.

331

Allow metal detecting
activities without BLM
authorization.

Prohibit metal detecting activities to protect cultural
and natural resources from vandalism and theft, unless

administratively authorized.

Same as Alternative A.

Prohibit metal detecting
activities to protect cultural
and natural resources from
vandalism and theft, unless
administratively authorized.

332

No similar action in existing
RMPs. Area closures may
be made on a case-by-case
basis.

When camping contributes
to a failure to meet cultural,
biological, recreation and
other natural resource
objectives, close areas to
camping.

When camping contributes to a failure to meet cultural,

biological, recreation and other natural resource objectives,
designate undeveloped campsites and limit overnight camping

to designated undeveloped sites so as to help achieve these

objectives.

When camping or campfires
contribute to a failure to
meet cultural, biological,
recreation and other natural
resource objectives:

e close areas to camping
and campfires

e or designate campsites
and limit overnight
camping and/or campfires
to designated sites.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

333 | No similar action in existing | Do not implement recreation | As provided by the guidelines in the Federal Lands Recreation| As provided by the
RMPs. fees. Enhancement Act (FLREA; Public Law 108-447), implement | guidelines in the Federal
recreation fees as appropriate to maintain visitor services and |Lands Recreation
facilities through management of sites or areas as a U.S. Fee |Enhancement Act (FLREA;
Area. Public Law 108-447),
implement recreation fees
as appropriate to maintain
visitor services and facilities
through management of sites
or areas as a U.S. fee area.
334 |No similar action in existing | Prohibit paintball activities in the D-E NCA to protect the |Same as Alternative A. Prohibit paintball activities
RMPs. Paintball activities |D-E NCA’s scenic resources. in the D-E NCA to protect
are prohibited in the the D-E NCA’s scenic
following area: resources.
e The Potholes Recreation
Site (Escalante Canyon)
e Escalante put-in
335 |No similar action in existing | Prohibit glass containers Prohibit glass containers for |Same as Alternative A Prohibit glass containers

RMPs. Glass containers are
prohibited in the following
area:

e The Potholes Recreation
Site (Escalante Canyon)

for beverages, food or other
items to protect the D-E
NCA'’s scenic resources.

beverages, food or other items
in the following areas to
protect the scenic resources of
these areas (2—8¢):

e Escalante Canyon

o Gunnison River RMA

(use existing public lands
regulations that prohibit
littering to enforce issues
associated with glass bottles).

for beverages, food or
other items in the following
areas to protect the scenic
resources of these areas
(2-8c):

e Potholes Recreation Site
(Escalante Canyon).

o Gunnison River RMA

In other areas of the NCA,
if monitoring data indicate
an increase in broken glass
that negatively impacts the
NCA'’s scenic resources,
consider prohibiting glass
containers in the NCA.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

336 | No similar action in existing | Do not implement temporary | Implement temporary area or activity closures as needed to | Implement temporary area or
RMPs. Temporary closures |area or activity closures, achieve biological, cultural and wilderness objectives, as well | activity closures as needed to
are allowed to protect public | except where necessary to | as to protect public health and safety. achieve biological, cultural
health and safety. protect public health and and wilderness objectives,

safety. as well as to protect public
health and safety.

337 |Allow recreational Close the D-E NCA to all recreational prospecting. Allow recreational prospecting| Allow recreational gold
prospecting at the at the Rattlesnake Gulch site | panning in the NCA.
Rattlesnake Gulch site consistent with casual mining | Panning will be restricted
consistent with casual regulations and restricted to | to collection of material
mining regulations and collection of material with with non-motorized
restricted to collection of non-motorized equipment and non-mechanized
material with non-motorized below the surface of the equipment below the
equipment below the surface water. Close the area to surface of the water. It
of the water. Close the area recreational prospecting if will also be restricted to
to recreational prospecting if resource conditions warrant | processing of material
resource conditions warrant restrictions or closures. Close | with non-motorized
restrictions or closures. the rest of the D-E NCA to all | and non-mechanized
Gold panning is allowed recreational prospecting. equipment. Re-evaluate if
throughout the NCA. resource conditions warrant

restrictions or closures.
Close the D-E NCA to all
other forms of recreational
prospecting.

338 |No similar action in existing | All SRPs will be evaluated using Permit Evaluation Factors and Permit Classification All SRPs will be evaluated

RMPs.

System (see Appendix I).

using Permit Evaluation
Factors and Permit
Classification System (see
Appendix I). Monitoring
will identify effectiveness of
permit classification system
and adjustments would be
made if determined that
goals and objectives are not
being met.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

339 |Objective: No similar Objective: Reduce known or identified unhealthy or unsafe human-created conditions, and | Objective: Reduce known
objective in existing RMPs. |achieve a minimum level of conflict between recreation participants and between recreation |or identified unhealthy

and other resource uses. or unsafe human-created
conditions, and achieve
a minimum level of
conflict between recreation
participants and between
recreation and other resource
uses.

340 |Require portable toilet Require solid human waste |Require solid human waste  |Require solid human waste  |Require solid human waste
systems and fire pans along |and fire ash to be packed and fire ash to be packed out |and fire ash to be packed out |and fire ash to be packed
the Gunnison River for out using portable toilet using portable toilet systems |using portable toilet systems |out using portable toilet
overnight camping (BLM  |systems and fire pans for and fire pans for all overnight |and fire pans for all overnight |systems and fire pans for
2000c¢) all overnight camping in camping in undeveloped camping in undeveloped all overnight camping in

undeveloped camp sites camp sites in the following |camp sites in the following [undeveloped camp sites in
in all areas outside of recreation management areas: |recreation management areas: |the following recreation
the Dominguez Canyon management areas:
Wilderness e Gunnison River e The Hunting Ground
e Gunnison River
e Cactus Park e Gunnison River
e Cactus Park
e Cactus Park
e Escalante Canyon
e Sawmill Mesa
e Other areas if monitoring
e Escalante Canyon indicates impacts to
dispersed campsites from
human waste or fire ash.
341 |No similar action in existing | Reduce visitor conflicts Reduce visitor conflicts by managing for targeted participants, | In the following ERMAs,

RMPs.

using strategies that separate
conflicting recreation uses.

activities and outcomes.

use the following strategies
to reduce conflicting user
interactions: 1) clearly
communicate recreation
management objectives for
different RMAs,; 2) manage
RMAs based on social and
environmental carrying
capacities; 3) separate uses
in time or space; 4) educate
users to ensure they know
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative
what to expect in different
RMAs:

o Hunting Ground ERMA
e Ninemile Hill ERMA

e Sawmill Mesa/Wagon
Park Dispersed ERMA

o East Creek ERMA

In the following SRMAs,
reduce conflicting user
interactions by using the
strategies listed above for
ERMAS plus promote only
those activities that are
compatible with targeted
activities and outcomes
(experiences and benefits)
outlined in the RMA
objective:

e Gunnison River SRMA
e Cactus Park SRMA

e Escalante Canyon SRMA

XLUDJY S2ALDULI] Y
Saaypudl]y 7 421dvy)y

342

Objective: No similar
objective

Objective: Manage shooting activities for an appropriate balance between this recreational
use and protection of the resources and values identified as the purposes of the D-E NCA
in the Omnibus Act, the ability of the BLM to meet its recreational outcome and setting
objectives, and the ability of the BLM to minimize issues related to public health and safety
and conflict between recreation users and private landowners.

Objective: Manage
shooting activities for an
appropriate balance between
this recreational use and
protection of the resources
and values identified as the
purposes of the D-E NCA
in the Omnibus Act, the
ability of the BLM to meet
its recreational outcome
and setting objectives,

and the ability of the
BLM to minimize issues
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Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

related to public health and
safety and conflict between
recreation users and private
landowners.

343

Continue to allow hunting throughout the D-E NCA (210,012 acres) in accordance with CPW regulations

344

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Discharge of firearms for
recreational target shooting
is allowed throughout

the D-E NCA, with the
following exceptions (Map
2-7a):

e The Potholes Recreation
Site (Escalante Canyon)

e Escalante put-in

e Dominguez campground

Close the D-E NCA to
recreational target shooting,
which includes discharge
of firearms, pellet/BB guns,
air soft guns, archery. (Map
2-7b).

Close the following areas
(totaling 104,999 acres) to
recreational target shooting,
which includes discharge of
firearms, pellet/BB guns, air

soft guns, archery (Map 2—7c¢):

e Dominguez Canyon
Wilderness (for
protection of outstanding
opportunities for solitude,
protection of naturalness
and protection of unique
and supplemental values,
particularly sensitive
cultural resources)

e Gunnison River SRMA (for
protection of public health
and safety, to minimize
conflicts with interspersed
private landowners, and
due to incompatibility
between recreational target
shooting and the BLM’s
recreation outcome and
setting objectives for this
area, and for protection
of cultural resources,
particularly rock art).

e Cactus Park SRMA (for
protection of public health
and safety, and due to
incompatibility between
recreational target shooting

Close the following areas
(totaling 156,942 acres) to
recreational target shooting,
which includes discharge of
firearms, pellet/BB guns, air

soft guns, archery (Map 2—7d):

e Dominguez Canyon
Wilderness (for
protection of outstanding
opportunities for solitude,
protection of naturalness
and protection of unique
and supplemental values,
particularly sensitive
cultural resources)

e Gunnison River SRMA
and Escalante Canyon
SRMA (for protection of
public health and safety,
to minimize conflicts
with interspersed private
landowners, and due to
incompatibility between
recreational target shooting
and the BLM’s recreation
outcome and setting
objectives for this area).

e Cactus Park SRMA,
Ninemile Hill SRMA,
East Creek SRMA, and
Sawmill Mesa SRMA
(for protection of public
health and safety, and

Close the following areas
(totaling 9,995 acres) to
recreational target shooting,
which includes discharge of
firearms, pellet/BB guns, air
soft guns, and archery (Map
2-7p):

e Dominguez Canyon
Wilderness Zone 1 (for
public health and safety
concerns associated
with recreational target
shooting in a confined
canyon with high levels
of recreational visitation,
and for protection of
vulnerable cultural
resources and scenic
geological features)

e Gunnison River
SRMA (for public
health and safety
concerns associated
with recreational target
shooting in a confined
canyon with high levels
of recreational visitation
and interspersed private
lands with residences,
and for protection
of vulnerable scenic
geological features).

e Escalante Canyon
SRMA (for public
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Alternative C
and the BLM’s recreation
outcome and setting
objectives for this area, and
for protection of wildlife
from disruptive impacts).

In areas not subject to area
closure, firearms must be
discharged toward a proper
backstop sufficient to stop the
projectiles forward progress
beyond the intended target.
Targets must be constructed
of wood, cardboard, paper

or similar non-breakable
materials. All targets, clays,
and shells are considered litter
after use and must be removed
and disposed of properly.

Alternative D
due to incompatibility
between recreational target
shooting and the BLM’s
recreation outcome and
setting objectives for this
area).

e Hunting Ground SRMA,
Gunnison Slopes
SRMA and Cottonwood
Canyon SRMA (due to
incompatibility between
recreational target shooting
and the BLM’s recreation
outcome and setting
objectives for this area)

In areas not subject to area
closure, firearms must be
discharged toward a proper
backstop sufficient to stop the
projectiles forward progress
beyond the intended target.
Targets must be constructed
of wood, cardboard, paper

or similar non-breakable
materials. All targets, clays,
and shells are considered litter
after use and must be removed
and disposed of properly.

Proposed Plan Alternative
health and safety
concerns associated
with recreational target
shooting in a confined
canyon with high levels
of recreational visitation
and interspersed private
lands with residences,
for protection of
vulnerable cultural
resources and scenic
geological features,
and due to conflict
between recreational
target shooting and
management of this
area as an education
emphasis/watchable
wildlife area)

e East Creek ERMA (for
public health and safety
concerns associated
with recreational target
shooting in a confined
canyon with highway
traffic, high levels of
recreational visitation
and interspersed private
lands with residences,
and for protection
of vulnerable scenic
geological features)

If monitoring reveals that
recreational target shooting
is preventing achievement of
the objectives identified in
this RMP for the purposes of
the D-E NCA, as identified
in the Omnibus Act of 2009
(e.g., recreation, wilderness,
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Row Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative
natural resources), then the
BLM may consider closure
or restriction of affected
areas to recreational target
shooting.

If monitoring reveals that
recreational target shooting
is causing or is likely to
cause impacts to public
health and safety, or is
causing damage to nearby
private property, the BLM
may consider closure or
restriction of affected
areas to recreational target
shooting. Any closure of an
area to recreational target
shooting would require an
RMP amendment.

Any subsequent closure or
restriction of target shooting
based on these criteria
must be implemented

in accordance with the
regulations and procedures
detailed in 43 CFR 8364.1,
Closure and Restriction
Orders.

In areas not subject to
area closure, firearms must
be discharged toward a
proper backstop sufficient
to stop the projectiles
forward progress beyond
the intended target. Targets
must be constructed of
wood, cardboard, paper

or similar non-breakable
materials. All targets, clays,
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs.

Alternative B

Alternative C

Hunting Ground Recreation Manage

Objective: Focus recreation
and visitor services on
protecting and facilitating
visitor opportunities to
participate in motorized and
non-motorized trail-based
activities and dispersed
camping.

The RMA will provide

a recreation setting
commensurate with other
uses that 1) retains a low
level of contrast between
developments and the natural
surrounding; 2) provides
the necessary recreation
facilities (trails, trailheads,
campsites) to facilitate
activity participation; 3)
provides basic on-site visitor
services (signage, maps,
etc.); and 4) clearly posts
conditions of use throughout
the area.

Objective: No similar
objective

Alternative D

ent Area

Objective: Manage the
recreation area targeting
heritage tourists and tourism
service providers that seek
the recreational outcomes
described below. Target the
following activities: auto
touring, hiking, horseback
riding, and mountain
bicycling.

Proposed Plan Alternative
and shells are considered
litter after use and must be
removed and disposed of

properly.

Objective: Focus recreation
and visitor services on
protecting and facilitating
visitor opportunities to
participate in motorized and
non-motorized trail-based
activities and dispersed
camping.

The RMA will provide

a recreation setting
commensurate with other
uses that 1) retains a low
level of contrast between
developments and the natural
surrounding; 2) provides
the necessary recreation
facilities (trails, trailheads,
campsites) to facilitate
activity participation; 3)
provides basic on-site visitor
services (signage, maps,
etc.); and 4) clearly posts
conditions of use throughout
the area.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

349

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs.

Alternative B
Objective: No similar
objective

Alternative C
Objective: No similar
objective

Alternative D
Objective: Recreation
Outcome Objective: within
five years, and continuing
throughout the life of
the plan, participants
in visitor/community
assessments report an average
4.0 realization of the following
targeted experience and
benefit outcomes. (4.0 on a
probability scale where: 1 =
Not at all realized to 5 = totally
realized).

1. Learning more about the
area, connecting with
the experiences of those
who traveled through
the area in the past,
enjoying frequent access
to community-based
recreation feature

2. Increased appreciation
of the area's cultural
history, living a more
outdoor-oriented
lifestyle

3. Sustainability of the
community's cultural
heritage, maintenance/
preservation of
distinctive community
atmosphere, improved
local recreation-tourism
economy

4. Greater support for
protection of cultural
and heritage resources,
increased awareness and

Proposed Plan Alternative
Objective: No similar
objective
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Row

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

protection of recreation
resources

Proposed Plan Alternative

350 |No similar action in existing | Designate the Hunting No similar action. Designate the Hunting Ground| Designate the Hunting
RMPs. Ground as an ERMA as a SRMA (23,131 acres, Ground as an ERMA
(23,131 acres, Map 2—8b). Map 2-8d). (23,131 acres, Map 2—8p).
350a | No similar action in existing | No management action for | Same as B. Support outcome objectives |No similar management

RMPs.

recreation settings.

by managing the desired
recreation settings described
below. If monitoring indicates
outcome objectives are not
being achieved, settings will
be incrementally adapted until
monitoring shows the settings
are supporting the outcome
objectives:

Physical Settings:

Remoteness: Make the RMA
more remote by closing and
restoring routes

Naturalness: Maintain the
undeveloped nature of the
RMA,; restrict development
that does not directly support
the historic trail setting

Facilities: At trailheads,
develop parking and toilets;
Along the trail between access
points, limit development

to interpretive displays with
historic trail information;
Develop a connective trail for
retracement purposes.

Social Settings:

Average Contacts: Based on
contacts away from trailheads

action for recreation settings.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(exact number based on
monitoring of outcomes)

Average Group Size: Same as
Average Contacts

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people rare or infrequent

Operational Setting:

Access: All use is
non-motorized

Management Controls:
Conditions of use restrictions
necessary to support
retracement experience

Visitor Services: On-site
interpretation including kiosks
and maps with words and
pictures; occasional BLM
personnel presence.

Proposed Plan Alternative

351 |No similar action in existing | Connect/reroute routes to | No similar action. Close and rehab existing Connect/reroute routes to
RMPs. make loop opportunities as routes to reduce route density. | make loop opportunities as
necessary; reroute/repair necessary; reroute/repair
unsustainable and eroding unsustainable and eroding
routes routes; designate BLM
routes to meet RMA
objectives.
352 |No similar action in existing | With partners (e.g., No similar action. With partners (e.g., With partners (e.g.,

RMPs.

local governments, trail
organizations, user groups,
service providers, tourism
councils, etc.), design and
construct a mixed-use
connective trail between
Whitewater and Delta.

local governments, trail
organizations, user groups,
service providers, tourism
councils, etc.), design and
construct a non—motorized
connective trail between
Whitewater and Delta.

local governments, trail
organizations, user groups,
service providers, and
tourism councils), design
and construct a mixed-use
connective trail between
Whitewater and Delta.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

353 |No similar action in existing | Implement a three-day No similar action. Implement a seven-day Implement a seven-day

RMPs. camping limit within the camping limit within the camping limit within the
RMA, unless otherwise RMA, unless otherwise RMA, unless otherwise
authorized. authorized. authorized.

354 |No similar action in existing | Manage the RMA as VRM | No similar action. Manage the RMA as VRM | Manage the RMA as VRM
RMPs. Class II to meet recreational Class I to meet recreational | Class II to meet recreational

setting objectives. setting objectives (exception: |setting objectives.
allow landscape changes to
meet recreation objectives)

355 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Provide cultural/historic See Educational Use section

RMPs. education/interpretation to (row 498) for learning
help promote learning about |outcomes.
the past.

356 |No similar action in Issue vending SRPs No similar action. Do not issue vending SRPs  |Issue vending SRPs
existing RMPs. Permit only in conjunction with only in conjunction with
applications are assessed on | competitive SRPs competitive SRPs
a case-by-case basis.

357 |No similar action in Issue non-motorized No similar action. Permit Do not issue competitive Issue non-motorized
existing RMPs. Permit competitive SRPs that applications are assessed on a | SRPs. competitive SRPs that
applications are assessed on |are consistent with RMA case-by-case basis. are consistent with RMA
a case-by-case basis. objectives objectives.

358 |No similar action in Issue low, medium, and No similar action. Permit No similar action. Do not : Only issue low, medium,
existing RMPs. Permit moderate impact (Class applications are assessed on a |issue Competitive SRPs. and moderate impact (Class
applications are assessed on |1, IT and III in Appendix case-by-case basis. I, I and III in Appendix
a case-by-case basis. I) Competitive SRPs that I) Competitive SRPs that

are consistent with RMA are consistent with RMA
objectives. objectives.
See River Rims ACEC
(row 595) for area-specific
restrictions.
359 |No similar action in Issue low, medium and No similar action. Permit Issue low impact (Class I in | Only issue low and medium

existing RMPs. Permit
applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.

moderate impact (Class I,
IT and II in Appendix I)
Organized Group SRPs that
are consistent with RMA
objectives.

applications are assessed on a
case-by-case basis.

Appendix I) Organized Group
SRPs that are consistent with
RMA objectives.

impact (Class I and II in
Appendix I) Organized
Group SRPs that are
consistent with RMA
objectives.

See River Rims ACEC
(row 595) for area-specific
restrictions.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

360

362

No similar action in
existing RMPs. Permit
applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.

Objective: Manage the
Gunnison River corridor
to protect semi-primitive
non-motorized recreational
opportunities (BLM 1987).

Alternative B
Issue low, medium and
moderate impact (Class
I, IT and III in Appendix
I) Commercial SRPs that
are consistent with RMA
objectives

Objective: Focus recreation
and visitor services
management on protecting
and facilitating visitor
opportunities to participate
in canoeing, rafting,
kayaking, hiking and
horseback riding.

The ERMA will provide

a recreation setting
commensurate with other
uses that 1) retains a low
level of contrast between
developments and the natural
surrounding; 2) provides
the necessary recreation
facilities (boat launches,
trails, trailheads) to facilitate
activity participation; 3)
provides basic on-site visitor
services (signage, maps,
etc.); and 4) clearly posts
conditions of use throughout
the area.

Alternative C
No similar action. Permit
applications are assessed on a
case-by-case basis.

Alternative D
Issue low and medium impact
(Class I and II in Appendix
I) Commercial SRPs that
are consistent with RMA
objectives

Objective: Manage the recreation area targeting
non-motorized river boaters that seek the recreational
outcomes described below. Target the following activities:
canoeing, kayaking, rafting, camping activities.

See Appendix L for details on recreation settings in this

recreation area.

Proposed Plan Alternative
Only issue low and medium
impact (Class I and II in
Appendix I) Commercial
SRPs that are consistent with
RMA objectives

See River Rims ACEC
(row 595) for area-specific
restrictions.

sov | Gunnison River Recreation Management Aree |

Objective: Manage the
recreation area targeting
non-motorized float boaters
that seek the recreational
outcomes described below.
Target the following
activities: non-motorized
float boating and camping.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

363 |Objective: No similar Objective: No similar Objective: Recreation Objective (Both zones): Objective: Recreation
objective in existing RMPs. |objective Outcome Objective: within |Recreation Outcome Outcome Objective:
five years, and continuing Objective: within five years, |within five years, and
throughout the life of and continuing throughout the | continuing throughout
the plan, participants life of the plan, participants |the life of the plan, the
in visitor/community in visitor/community majority of participants
assessments report an average |assessments report an average |in visitor/community
4.0 realization of the following|4.0 realization of the following|assessments report
targeted experience and targeted experience and realization of the following
benefit outcomes: (4.0 on a |benefit outcomes: (4.0 on a |targeted experience and
probability scale where: 1 = |probability scale where: 1 = |benefit outcomes:
Not at all realized to 5 = totally | Not at all realized to 5 = totally
realized). realized). 1. Enjoying group
affiliation and
1. Enjoying solitude, 1. Enjoying group togetherness,
experiencing natural affiliation and experiencing natural
surroundings togetherness, surroundings, being
experiencing natural with others that enjoy
2. Greater appreciation of surroundings, being with the same things I do
how wildlife and natural others that enjoy the
settings improve my same things I do 2. Developing stronger
life, restored mental and ties with family and/or
physical well-being 2. Developing stronger friends
ties with family and/or
3. Greater community friends 3. Greater community
ownership and ownership and
stewardship of natural |3. Greater community stewardship of
resources ownership and recreation resources
stewardship of recreation
4. Increased awareness and resources 4. Increased awareness
protection of wildlife and protection of
and other natural and 4. Increased awareness and recreation resources
cultural resources protection of recreation
resources
364 |No similar action in existing | Designate the Gunnison Designate the Gunnison River corridor as a SRMA (3,746 Designate the Gunnison

RMPs.

River corridor as an ERMA

(3,746 acres, Map 2—8b).

acres, Maps 2—8c, 2—8d and 2-8p).

River corridor as a SRMA
(3,746 acres, Map 2-8p).

XLDIN SIADUAI]Y
saaypuLdl]y 7 123dvy)

SId [eul pue

JINY pasodold eary UONBAIISUO))
[BUOLIBN] 9JUB[BISH-ZoNSuIwo(]

94!



XLUYDIA SIADUAI]Y
saanpULI]Y 7 421dDYy)

910C 2ung

Row
364a

Alternative A (No Action)
No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Alternative B
No similar management
action for recreation
settings

Alternative C
Support outcome objectives
by managing the desired
recreation settings described
below. If monitoring indicates
outcome objectives are not
being achieved, settings will
be incrementally adapted until
monitoring shows the settings
are supporting the outcome
objectives:

Physical Settings:

Naturalness: Maintain the
existing undeveloped nature
of the BLM lands

Facilities: At primary access
points develop boat launch,
parking, and toilet facilities;
Along the river between access
points maintain primitive
campsites with little or no
development

Social Settings:

Average Contacts: On the
river, participants encounter
a season average of up to 5
encounters per day.

Average Group Size: On the
river, participants encounter a
seasonal average of up to 15
people per group

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people rare or infrequent

Operational Setting:

Alternative D
Support outcome objectives
by managing the desired
recreation settings described
below. If monitoring indicates
outcome objectives are not
being achieved, settings will
be incrementally adapted until
monitoring shows the settings
are supporting the outcome
objectives:

Physical Settings:

Facilities: Same as Alternative
C

Social Settings:

Average Contacts: On the
river, participants encounter
a season average of up to 10
encounters per day.

Average Group Size: On the
river, participants encounter
a season average of up to 25
people per group

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people occasional

Operational Setting: Same
as C.

Proposed Plan Alternative
Support outcome objectives
by managing the desired
recreation settings described
below. If monitoring
indicates outcome
objectives are not being
achieved, settings will

be incrementally adapted
until monitoring shows the
settings are supporting the
outcome objectives:

Physical Settings:

Facilities: Atprimary access
points develop boat launch,
parking, and toilet facilities;
Along the river between
access points maintain
primitive campsites with
little or no development.

Social Settings:

Average Contacts: On the
river, participants encounter
a season average of up to 10
encounters per day.

Average Group Size: On the
river, participants encounter
a season average of up to 25
people per group

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people occasional

Operational Setting:

Access: BLM river
access points are all
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative D

Access: River use is
predominantly non-motorized

Management Controls: Permit
system used to regulate
conditions of use and achieve
social settings

Visitor Services: On-site
information including kiosks
and maps with words and
pictures; regular BLM
personnel presence.

Proposed Plan Alternative
non—motorized during
the boating season.

Management Controls:
Permit system used to
regulate conditions of use
and achieve social settings

Visitor Services: On-site
information including kiosks
and maps with words and
pictures; regular BLM
personnel presence

365 |No similar action in existing | Limit group size on the river | Limit group size on the river to 25 (not including guides and |Limit group size on the river
RMPs. to 25 heartbeats (including |dogs) to 25 (including guides and
guides and dogs) dogs)
366 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. All non-working dogs must be on leash in defined high use | All non-working dogs must
RMPs. areas (currently boat ramps and mouth of Dominguez Canyon)|be on leash in defined
high use areas (currently
boat ramps and mouth of
Dominguez Canyon)
367 |No similar action in existing | Close the river to motorized |Close the river to motorized recreation use from May 1 Close BLM boat ramps and
RMPs. recreation use. through October 1. campsites to motorized boat
use from May 1 through
Labor Day weekend.
368 |No similar action in existing | Close the mouth of Limit overnight camping to designated campsites (outside Limit overnight camping
RMPs. Dominguez Canyon to of developed campgrounds). to designated campsites
overnight camping. Limit (outside of developed
the rest of the RMA to campgrounds).
designated, undeveloped
campsites (outside of
developed campgrounds).
369 |No similar action No similar action. Close the mouth of Dominguez Canyon to non-boating Close the mouth of

overnight camping from May 1 to October 1

Dominguez Canyon to
non-boating overnight
camping from May

1 through Labor Day

weekend.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

370 |No similar action in existing | Do not develop a reservation| Develop and implement Develop and implement a Develop and implement
RMPs. system for campsites. a reservation system for reservation system from a reservation system for
designated campsites from Memorial Day through Labor | designated campsites
Memorial Day through Labor | Day for designated campsites | from Memorial Day
Day. when monitoring indicates weekend through Labor
75% of the designated Day weekend.
campsites are occupied 50%
of Friday and Saturday nights
from Memorial Day through
Labor Day.
371 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Restrict commercial groups camping at the mouth of Manage the campsite
RMPs. Dominguez Canyon on any given night to no greater than 50%| allocation at the mouth
of the designated campsites. of Dominguez Canyon to
generally achieve a 50/50
split between commercial
and private groups.

372 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Develop and implement Develop and implement Develop and implement
RMPs. an allocation system for an allocation system for an allocation system for

commercial groups camping |commercial groups camping |commercial groups camping

at the mouth of Dominguez |at the mouth of Dominguez |at the mouth of Dominguez

Canyon that is based on an | Canyon that is based on Canyon that is based on

annual lottery system. historic use over the past five |historic use over the past
years. five years.

373 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Implement a special area special recreation permit requirement| Implement a Special
RMPs. for all overnight private boaters (for the purpose of monitoring| Area SRP requirement

and to achieve RMA objectives). A fee for these SRPs will | for all overnight private

be considered and if proposed will go through Recreation boaters (for the purpose of

Enhancement Act Process. monitoring and to achieve
RMA objectives).

374 |No similar action in existing | Implement a three-day Implement a seven-day No similar action. Implement a seven-day
RMPs. camping limit within the camping limit within the camping limit within the

RMA, unless otherwise RMA, unless otherwise RMA, unless otherwise
authorized. authorized. authorized.

375 |No similar action in Do not issue Vending SRPs (shuttle services and rentals are |Issue Vending SRPs only in |Issue vending SRPs
existing RMPs. Permit considered commercial not vending) conjunction with Competitive |only in conjunction with
applications are assessed on SRPs. commercial permits
a case-by-case basis.

376 |No similar action in Do not issue Competitive SRPs Issue non-motorized Do not issue Competitive

existing RMPs. Permit
applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.

Competitive SRPs that
are consistent with RMA
objectives.

SRPs
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Row Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Proposed Plan Alternative

377 |No similar action in No similar action. Do not |No similar action. Do not Issue low, medium and No similar action. Do not
existing RMPs. Permit issue Competitive SRPs. issue Competitive SRPs. moderate impact (Class II1 issue Competitive SRPs.
applications are assessed on in Appendix I) Competitive
a case-by-case basis. SRPs that are consistent with

RMA objectives

378 |No similar action in Issue low and medium impact (Class I and II in Appendix I) |Issue low, medium and Only issue low and medium
existing RMPs. Permit Commercial SRPs that are consistent with RMA objectives. | moderate impact (Class impact (Class I and II in
applications are assessed on I, 11, and III in Appendix Appendix I) commercial
a case-by-case basis. I) Commercial SRPs that SRPs that are consistent with

are consistent with RMA RMA objectives.
objectives.

379 |No similar action in Issue low and medium impact (Class I and II in Appendix |Issue low, medium and Only issue low and medium
existing RMPs. Permit I) Organized Group SRPs that are consistent with RMA moderate impact (Class I, impact (Class I and II in
applications are assessed on |objectives. I, and III in Appendix I) Appendix I) organized group
a case-by-case basis. Organized Group SRPs that | SRPs that are consistent with

are consistent with RMA RMA objectives.

objectives.
_

381 |Objective: No similar Objective: See Cactus Park |Objective: See Cactus Park |Objective: Manage the Objective: Focus recreation
objective in existing RMPs. |RMA for this alternative RMA for this alternative recreation areas targeting and visitor services

motorized trail riders that seek | management on protecting
the recreational outcomes and facilitating visitor
described below. Target opportunities to participate
the following activities: in equestrian and hiking
motorcycle riding (trail riding |trail activities and dispersed
and trials riding). camping.

See Appendix L for details | The Ninemile Hill RMA will
on recreation settings in this |provide a recreation setting
recreation area. commensurate with other
uses that 1) retains a low
level of contrast between
developments and the natural
surrounding; 2) provides
the necessary recreation
facilities (trails, trailheads,
campsites) to facilitate
activity participation; 3)
provides basic on-site visitor
services (signage, maps,
etc.); and 4) clearly posts
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

conditions of use throughout
the area.

382

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs.

Objective: See Cactus Park
RMA for this alternative

Objective: See Cactus Park
RMA for this alternative

Objective: Recreation
Outcome Objective: within
five years, and continuing
throughout the life of

the plan, participants

in visitor/community
assessments report an average
4.0 realization of the following
targeted experience and
benefit outcomes. (4.0 on a
probability scale where: 1 =
Not at all realized to 5 = totally
realized).

1. Enjoying group
affiliation and
togetherness,
experiencing natural
surroundings,
developing skills and
abilities, enjoying
risk-taking adventure

2. Developing stronger
ties with family
and/or friends, living
a more outdoor-oriented
lifestyle

3. Greater community
ownership and
stewardship of recreation
resources, increased
desirability as place to
live or retire

4. Increased awareness and
protection of recreation
resources

Objective: No similar
objective
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

5. Increased stewardship
and awareness of the D-E
NCA’s sensitive natural,
historic, traditional and
cultural resources

Proposed Plan Alternative

XLUDJY S2ALDULI] Y
Saaypudl]y 7 421dvy)y

383 |No similar action in existing | No similar action, see No similar action; see Cactus |Designate Ninemile Hill as Designate Ninemile Hill as
RMPs. Cactus Park RMA for this |Park RMA for this alternative [a SRMA (6,064 acres, Map an ERMA (10,440 acres,
alternative 2-8d). Map 2-8p).
383a | No similar action in existing | No similar management No similar action;, see Support outcome objectives | No similar management

RMPs.

action for recreation
settings.

Cactus Park RMA for this
alternative.

by managing the desired
recreation settings described

below. If monitoring indicates

outcome objectives are not
being achieved, settings will

be incrementally adapted until

monitoring shows the settings
are supporting the outcome
objectives:

Physical Settings:

Naturalness: Maintain the
undeveloped nature of the
RMA

Facilities: At trailheads,
develop parking and toilet
facilities; Develop the
necessary trailheads and
trail system to meet RMA
objectives

Social Setting:

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people frequent

Operational Setting:

Access: Motorized—motor-
cycles, all-terrain vehicles

action for recreation
settings.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
(ATVs)—and high clearance
four-wheel-drive (4x4) vehi-
cles

Management Controls:
Clearly post necessary rules to
support RMA objectives

Visitor Services: On-site
information including kiosks
and maps with words and
pictures; regular BLM
personnel presence.

Proposed Plan Alternative

384 |No similar action in existing | No similar action; see No similar action; see Cactus |Close redundant routes to No similar action.
RMPs. Cactus Park RMA for this |Park RMA for this alternative. | reduce confusion by users.
alternative
385 |No similar action in existing | No similar action, see No similar action, see Cactus |Close the RMA to overnight | Limit vehicle camping to
RMPs. Cactus Park RMA for this |Park RMA for this alternative |camping. designated, undeveloped
alternative vehicle campsites
(outside of developed
campgrounds). Dispersed
horse and foot camping is
allowed outside designated
sites if at a distance
greater than 200 meters off
motorized routes.
386 |No similar action in existing | No similar action, see No similar action, see Cactus |No similar action. Implement a seven-day
RMPs. Cactus Park RMA for this |Park RMA for this alternative camping limit within the
alternative RMA, unless otherwise
authorized.
387 |No similar action in existing | No similar action, see No similar action, see Cactus |Designate BLM routes to Designate BLM routes to

RMPs.

Cactus Park RMA for this
alternative

Park RMA for this alternative

meet RMA objectives where
not in conflict with cultural,
biological or other natural
resources.

meet RMA objectives.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

XLUDJY S2ALDULI] Y
Saaypudl]y 7 421dvy)y

RMPs. Permits are assessed
on a case-by-case basis.

Cactus Park RMA for this
alternative

Park RMA for this alternative

moderate impact (Class I,
I, and III in Appendix I)
Organized Group SRPs that
are consistent with RMA

388 |No similar action in existing | No similar action, see No similar action, see Cactus | With partners (e.g., user Develop a quality
RMPs. Cactus Park RMA for this |Park RMA for this alternative |groups, retail shops, foot and horse trail
alternative service providers) develop system that incorporates
a motorized loop trail existing routes, while
system consistent with ensuring connectivity
RMA objectives (use current | of the Tabeguache Trail
BMPs for trail construction | through the Ninemile
and maintenance, e.g., Hill RMA to Cactus Park
Wernex 1994 and Webber for all motorized and
2007) (both RMAs). During | non-motorized uses.
implementation, as new routes | In order to protect bighorn
are constructed, existing sheep production areas,
routes would be closed and limit construction of new
rehabbed. trails to the area above the
rim of the Gunnison Slopes.

389 |No similar action in existing | No similar action, see No similar action, see Cactus |Issue Vending SRPs only in |Do not issue vending

RMPs. Cactus Park RMA for this |Park RMA for this alternative |conjunction with competitive |permits.
alternative SRPs

391 |No similar action in existing | No similar action, see No similar action, see Cactus |Issue non-speed competitive |Issue non-motorized
RMPs. Cactus Park RMA for this |Park RMA for this alternative. | SRPs for motorcycle events. |Competitive SRPs.

alternative.

392 |No similar action in existing | No similar action, see No similar action, see Cactus |Issue low, medium, and Only issue low, medium, and
RMPs. Permits are assessed |Cactus Park RMA for this |Park RMA for this alternative. | moderate (Class I, II, and III |moderate (Class I, II, and III
on a case-by-case basis. alternative. in Appendix I) competitive  |in Appendix I) competitive

SRPs consistent with RMA | SRPs consistent with RMA
objectives. objectives.

393 |No similar action in existing | No similar action, see No similar action, see Cactus |Issue low and medium impact | Only issue low and medium
RMPs. Permits are assessed | Cactus Park RMA for this | Park RMA for this alternative |(Class I and II in Appendix |impact (Class I and II in
on a case-by-case basis. alternative I) Commercial SRPs that Appendix I) Commercial

are consistent with RMA SRPs that are consistent with
objectives. RMA objectives.

394 |No similar action in existing | No similar action, see No similar action, see Cactus |Issue low, medium and Only issue low, medium and

moderate impact (Class I,
I, and IIT in Appendix I)
Organized Group SRPs that
are consistent with RMA

objectives. objectives.
_
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

396 |Objective: Manage Cactus |Objective: Focus recreation | Objective: Manage the Objective: Manage the Objective: Manage the
Park as a group-use area. and visitor services recreation area targeting recreation area targeting recreation area targeting
management on protecting |visitors that seek the motorized trail riders that seek | motorized trail riders
and facilitating visitor recreational outcomes the recreational outcomes that seek the recreational
opportunities to participate |described below. Target the |described below. Target the |outcomes described below.
in motorized trail riding following activities: hiking, |following activities: ATV Target the following
activities (ATV and horseback riding, camping and|riding, and camping activities. |activities: ATV and
motorcycle riding) and back road touring. motorcycle trail riding,
dispersed camping. and associated camping
See Appendix L for details activities.

The ERMA will provide on recreation settings in this
a recreation setting recreation area.
commensurate with other
uses that 1) retains a low
level of contrast between
developments and the natural
surrounding; 2) provides
the necessary recreation
facilities (trails, trailheads,
campsites) to facilitate
activity participation; 3)
provides basic on-site visitor
services (signage, maps,
etc.); and 4) clearly posts
conditions of use throughout
the area.

397 |Objective: No similar Objective: No similar Objective: Recreation Objective: Recreation Objective: Recreation

objective in existing RMPs.

objective

Outcome Objective: within
five years, and continuing
throughout the life of

the plan, participants

in visitor/community
assessments report an average
4.0 realization of the following
targeted experience and
benefit outcomes. (4.0 on a
probability scale where: 1 =
Not at all realized to 5 = totally
realized).

Outcome Objective: within
five years, and continuing
throughout the life of

the plan, participants

in visitor/community
assessments report an average
4.0 realization of the following
targeted experience and
benefit outcomes. (4.0 on a
probability scale where: 1 =
Not at all realized to 5 = totally
realized).

Outcome Objective:
within five years, and
continuing throughout

the life of the plan, the
majority of participants

in visitor/community
assessments report
realization of the following
targeted experience and
benefit outcomes:

1. Enjoying group
affiliation and
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

1. Learning about the
purposes of the D-E
NCA and the D-E NCA’s
resources

2.  Experiencing natural
settings and undeveloped
landscapes

3. Enjoying recreation
outings that protect and
enhance biological and
cultural resources

4. Improved understanding
of D-E NCA purposes
and resources

5.  Greater appreciation for
and stewardship of the
biological and cultural
resources in the D-E
NCA

6. Greater appreciation of
the historical interaction
of human activities
with the D-E NCA’s
landscape

7. Increased attraction of
local communities as a
place to live and/or retire

Alternative D

1. Enjoying group
affiliation and
togetherness,
experiencing natural
surroundings, enjoying
frequent access to
outdoor recreation
activities

2. Developing stronger
ties with family
and/or friends, living
a more outdoor-oriented
lifestyle

3. Greater community
ownership and
stewardship of recreation
resources, increased
desirability as place to
live or retire

4. Increased awareness and
protection of recreation
resources

5. Increased stewardship
and awareness of the D-E
NCA’s sensitive natural,
historic, traditional and
cultural resources

Proposed Plan Alternative

togetherness,
experiencing natural
surroundings, enjoying
frequent access to
outdoor recreation
activities, youth
learning outdoor
recreation skills,
practicing sustainable
outdoor recreation
skills.

2. Developing stronger

ties with family,
living a more
outdoor-oriented
lifestyle

3. Greater community

ownership and
stewardship of
recreation resources,
increased desirability
as place to live or retire

4. Increased awareness

and protection of
recreation resources

398

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Designate Cactus Park as an
ERMA (34,973 acres, Map
2-8b).

Designate Cactus Park as a
SRMA (34,973 acres, Map
2-8c).

Designate Cactus Park as a
SRMA (26,873 acres, Map
2-8d).

Designate Cactus Park as a
SRMA (27,406 acres, Map
2-8p).
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Row
398a

Alternative A (No Action)
No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Alternative B
No similar management
action for recreation
settings.

Alternative C
Support outcome objectives
by managing the desired
recreation settings described
below. If monitoring indicates
outcome objectives are not
being achieved, settings will
be incrementally adapted until
monitoring shows the settings
are supporting the outcome
objectives:

Physical Settings:

Remoteness: Make the RMA
more remote by closing and
restoring routes

Naturalness: Maintain the
undeveloped nature of the
RMA

Facilities: Construct the
minimum necessary to provide
on-site information, education,
interpretation

Social Settings:

Average Contacts: Restrict
the number of groups to
achieve biological and cultural
resource objectives

Average Group Size: Restrict
group size to achieve
biological and cultural
resource objectives

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people rare or infrequent

Operational Setting:

Alternative D
Support outcome objectives
by managing the desired
recreation settings described
below. If monitoring indicates
outcome objectives are not
being achieved, settings will
be incrementally adapted until
monitoring shows the settings
are supporting the outcome
objectives:

Physical Settings:

Naturalness: Maintain the
undeveloped nature of the
RMA

Facilities: At trailheads,
develop parking and toilet
facilities; Develop the
necessary trailheads and

trail system to meet RMA
objectives (develop the
necessary camping facilities to
meet RMA objectives)

Social Setting:

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people frequent

Operational Setting:

Access: Motorized
(motorcycles, ATVs, and
high-clearance 4x4 vehicles)

Management Controls:
Clearly post necessary rules to
support RMA objectives

Visitor Services: On-site
information including kiosks

Proposed Plan Alternative
Support outcome objectives
by managing the desired
recreation settings described
below. If monitoring
indicates outcome
objectives are not being
achieved, settings will

be incrementally adapted
until monitoring shows the
settings are supporting the
outcome objectives:

Physical Settings:

Naturalness: Maintain the
undeveloped nature of the
RMA

Facilities: At trailheads,
develop parking and toilet
facilities; Develop the
necessary trailheads, trails,
and camping facilities to
meet RMA objectives

Social Setting:

Average Contacts: Away
from parking areas,
participants encounter a
season average of 8 groups
per day

Average Group Size:
Away from parking areas,
participants encounter a
seasonal average of 25
people per group

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people frequent
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Access: Make the RMA more
remote by restricting the
number of routes motorized
and mechanized can use

Management Controls: Basic
conditions of use posted at
key access points; consider
permits for individual use if
needed to protect biological
and cultural resources

Visitor Services: On-site
information, interpretation,
and education would be
available at kiosks and through
structured outdoor education
provided by BLM staff or
partners; off-site information,
interpretation, and education
would be available through
web-based resources and
brochures.

and maps with words and
pictures; regular BLM
personnel presence.

Proposed Plan Alternative

Operational Setting:

Access: Motorized
(ATVs, motorcycles and
high-clearance 4x4s)

Management Controls:
Clearly post necessary rules
to support RMA objectives

Visitor Services: On-site
information including kiosks
and maps with words and
pictures; regular BLM
personnel presence.

399 |No similar action in existing | Close redundant routes to | Close routes to protect and | Same as Alternative B. Close routes as needed to
RMPs. reduce confusion by users. |enhance biological and meet cultural, biological
cultural resources or other natural resource
objectives.
400 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Designate dispersed, undeveloped camp sites. Designate dispersed,
RMPs. undeveloped sites.
401 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Limit overnight camping to | Limit overnight camping to | Limit overnight camping

RMPs.

designated, undeveloped
campsites (outside of
developed campgrounds).

designated campsites (outside
of developed campgrounds).

to designated, undeveloped
campsites (outside of
developed campgrounds).

XLUDJY S2ALDULI] Y
Saaypudl]y 7 421dvy)y
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

402 |No similar action in existing | Designate BLM routes No similar action. Designate BLM routes to Designate BLM routes to
RMPs. to maintain access and meet RMA objectives where | meet RMA objectives.
opportunity for motorized not in conflict with cultural,
and mechanized recreation biological or other natural
where not in conflict with resources.
cultural, biological or other
natural resources.
403 | No similar action in existing | Connect/reroute routes to [ No similar action. With partners (e.g., user
RMPs. make loop opportunities groups, retail shops,
as necessary; close service providers) develop With partners (e.g., user
unsustainable and eroding a motorized loop trail groups, retail shops, and
routes. system consistent with service providers), develop
RMA objectives (use current |2 motorized loop trail
BMPs for trail construction | System consistent with
and maintenance, e.g., Wernex | RMA objectives (use current
1994 and Webber 2007). BMPs for trail construction
During implementation, as and maintenance; e.g.,
new routes are constructed, see Wernex 1994 and
existing routes would be Webber 2007). During
closed and rehabbed. implementation, as new
routes are constructed,
existing routes would be
closed and rehabbed.
Prohibit the construction
of new motorized or
mechanized routes in desert
bighorn sheep production
areas (see Map 3—11).
404 |No similar action in existing | Allow for seasonal No similar action. No similar action. No similar action.
RMPs. motorized vehicle use
on closed routes to facilitate
game retrieval during
hunting season.
405 |No similar action in existing | Implement a seven-day From April 1 to August Implement a 14-day camping | From April 1 through Labor

RMPs.

camping limit within the
RMA, unless otherwise
authorized.

31, implement a seven-day
camping limit within the
RMA, unless otherwise
authorized.

limit within the RMA, unless
otherwise authorized.

Day weekend, implement
a seven-day camping limit
within the RMA, unless
otherwise authorized.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

XLDIN SIADUAI]Y
SoaypuIdly ¢ 421dvy)

406 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Construct developed Construct developed
RMPs. campground(s) as necessary to|campground(s) as necessary
minimize impacts to biological | to minimize impacts to
and cultural resources and to |biological and cultural
meet RMA objectives. resources and to meet RMA
objectives.

407 |No similar action in Do not issue Vending SRPs. Do not issue vending permits. | Issue Vending SRPs only in
existing RMPs. Permit conjunction with Organized
applications are assessed on Group or Competitive SRPs
a case-by-case basis.

408 |No similar action in Do not issue Competitive SRPs. Issue Competitive SRPs that |Issue Competitive SRPs that
existing RMPs. Permit are consistent with RMA are consistent with RMA
applications are assessed on objectives. objectives.

a case-by-case basis.

409 |No similar action in No similar action. Do not |No similar action. Do not Issue low and medium impact | Only issue low and medium
existing RMPs. Permit issue Competitive SRPs. issue Competitive SRPs. (Class I and II in Appendix I) |impact (Class I and II in
applications are assessed on Competitive SRPs. Appendix I) Competitive
a case-by-case basis. SRPs.

410 |No similar action in Issue low and medium impact (Class I and II in Appendix I) Commercial SRPs that are Only issue low and medium
existing RMPs. Permit consistent with RMA objectives. impact (Class I and II in
applications are assessed on Appendix I) Commercial
a case-by-case basis. SRPs that are consistent with

RMA objectives.

411 |No similar action in Issue low and medium impact (Class I and I in Appendix |Issue low, medium and Only issue low, medium and
existing RMPs. Permit I) Organized Group SRPs that are consistent with RMA moderate impact (Class I, moderate impact (Class I,
applications are assessed on | objectives. II, and III in Appendix I) II, and III in Appendix I)

a case-by-case basis. Organized Group SRPs that |organized group SRPs that
are consistent with RMA are consistent with RMA
objectives. objectives.

412
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

413

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs.

Alternative B
Objective: No similar
objective

Alternative C
Objective: No similar
objective

Alternative D
Objective: Manage
the recreation area
targeting non-motorized,
non-mechanized, quiet trail
users who seek the outcomes
described below. Target the
following activities: hiking
and horseback riding.

See Appendix L for details
on recreation settings in this
recreation area.

Proposed Plan Alternative

Objective: See Ninemile
Hill RMA for this
alternative.

414

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs.

Objective: No similar
objective

Objective: No similar
objective

Objective: Recreation
Outcome Objective: within
five years, and continuing
throughout the life of

the plan, participants

in visitor/community
assessments report an average
4.0 realization of the following
targeted experience and
benefit outcomes. (4.0 on a
probability scale where: 1 =
Not at all realized to 5 = totally
realized).

1. Enjoying the area's
wildlife, scenery, and
views, experiencing the
natural surroundings,
enjoying solitude

2. Greater freedom from
urban living

3.  Closer relationship with
the natural world

4.  Greater protection of
wildlife and plant
habitat from growth
and development

Objective: No similar
objective.
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Row Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Proposed Plan Alternative

5. Maintenance/
preservation of
distinctive public
land recreation setting
character

Objective: No similar

objective
415 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Designate the Gunnison No similar action; see
RMPs. Slopes as a SRMA (5,225 Ninemile Hill RMA for this
acres, Map 2-8d). alternative.

No similar action, see
Ninemile Hill RMA for
this alternative

415a | No similar action in existing | No similar management Same as B. Support outcome objectives | No similar action, see
RMPs. action for recreation by managing the desired Ninemile Hill RMA for this
settings. recreation settings described | alternative.

below. If monitoring indicates
outcome objectives are not
being achieved, settings will
be incrementally adapted until
monitoring shows the settings
are supporting the outcome
objectives:

Physical Settings:

Remoteness: Maintain the
roadless nature of the RMA

Naturalness: Maintain the
undeveloped nature of the
RMA

Facilities: Designate primitive
parking areas along the edge
of the RMA

Social Settings:
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Average Contacts: Away from
parking areas, participants
encounter a season average of
10 groups per day

Average Group Size:

Away from parking areas,
participants encounter a
seasonal average of 8 people
per group

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people rare or infrequent

Operational Setting:

Access: non-motorized/non-
mechanized

Management Controls: Basic
conditions of use posted at key
access points

Visitor Services: No on-site
information; infrequent BLM
personnel presence.

Proposed Plan Alternative

416 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Construct the minimal miles |No similar action. See
RMPs. of single-track trail for hiking |Ninemile Hill RMA for this
and equestrian use necessary |alternative.
to meet RMA objectives and
provide targeted users access
into the area.
417 |No similar action in existing | Manage area as VRM I Manage as VRM 11 Manage the RMA as VRM  |No similar action. See

RMPs.

I to meet recreational setting
objectives (exception: allow
landscape changes to meet
RMA objectives).

Ninemile Hill RMA for this
alternative.
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Row Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Proposed Plan Alternative
418 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. To achieve RMA No similar action. See
RMPs. objectives, apply SSR to Ninemile Hill RMA for this

surface-disturbing activities. |alternative.

No similar action, see
Ninemile Hill RMA for
this alternative

419 |No similar action in No similar action. No similar action. Do not issue Vending SRPs | No similar action. See
existing RMPs. Permit Ninemile Hill RMA for this
applications are assessed on No similar action, see alternative.

a case-by-case basis. Ninemile Hill RMA for
this alternative

420 |No similar action in No similar action. No similar action. Do not issue competitive SRPs|No similar action. See
existing RMPs. Permit Ninemile Hill RMA for this
applications are assessed on No similar action, see alternative.

a case-by-case basis. Ninemile Hill RMA for
this alternative

421 |No similar action in No similar action. Permits |No similar action. Permits Issue low and medium impact |No similar action. See
existing RMPs. Permit applications are assessed on |applications are assessed on a |(Class I and II in Appendix | Ninemile Hill RMA for this
applications are assessed on |a case-by-case basis. case-by-case basis. I) Commercial SRPs that alternative.

a case-by-case basis. are consistent with RMA
objectives.

No similar action, see
Ninemile Hill RMA for
this alternative

422 |No similar action in No similar action. Permits |No similar action. Permits Issue low and medium impact | No similar action. See
existing RMPs. Permit applications are assessed on |applications are assessed on a |(Class I and II in Appendix |Ninemile Hill RMA for this
applications are assessed on |a case-by-case basis. case-by-case basis. I) Organized Group SRPs alternative.

a case-by-case basis. that are consistent with RMA
objectives.

No similar action, see
Ninemile Hill RMA for
this alternative

423
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

424 | Objective: No similar Objective: Focus recreation | Objective: No similar Objective: Manage the Objective: Focus recreation
objective in existing RMPs. |and visitor services objective recreation area targeting rock |and visitor services
management on protecting climbers and scenic tourists |management on protecting
and facilitating visitor who seek the outcomes and facilitating visitor
opportunities to participate described below. Target the |opportunities to participate
in auto touring, hiking and following activities: scenic |in auto touring and climbing.
climbing. touring and rock climbing.
The ERMA will provide

The ERMA will provide See Appendix L for details |a recreation setting
a recreation setting on recreation settings in this |commensurate with other
commensurate with other recreation area. uses that 1) retains a low
uses that 1) retains a low level of contrast between
level of contrast between developments and the
developments and the natural surrounding; 2)
natural surrounding; 2) provides the necessary
provides the necessary recreation facilities (parking
recreation facilities (parking areas, trails, interpretation
areas, trails, interpretation sites) to facilitate activity
sites) to facilitate activity participation; 3) provides
participation; 3) provides basic on-site visitor services
basic on-site visitor services (signage, maps, etc.); and 4)
(signage, maps, etc.); and 4) clearly posts conditions of
clearly posts conditions of use throughout the area.
use throughout the area.

425 |Objective: No similar Objective: No similar Objective: No similar Objective: Recreation Objective: No similar

objective in existing RMPs.

objective

objective

Outcome Objective: within
five years, and continuing
throughout the life of

the plan, participants

in visitor/community
assessments report an average
4.0 realization of the following
targeted experience and
benefit outcomes. (4.0 on a
probability scale where: 1 =
Not at all realized to 5 = totally
realized).

1. Enjoying group
affiliation and
togetherness,

objective.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

experiencing natural
surroundings, learning
more about the area,
developing skills and
abilities, enjoying
risk-taking adventure

2. Developing stronger ties
with family and/or
friends, improved
self-confidence, greater
appreciation for the
scenic qualities of the
area, improved outdoor
skills

3.  Greater stewardship of
recreation resources,
improved local
recreation-tourism
economy

4. Increased awareness and
protection of recreation
resources

Proposed Plan Alternative

XLUDJY S2ALDULI] Y
Saaypudl]y 7 421dvy)y

426 |No similar action in existing | Designate East Creek as an |No similar action. Designate East Creek as a Designate East Creek as an
RMPs. ERMA (1,783 acres, Map SRMA (1,783 acres, Map ERMA (1,783 acres, Map
2-8b). 2-8d). 2-8p).
426a | No similar action in existing | No similar management Same as B. Support outcome objectives | Same as Alternative B:

RMPs.

action for recreation
settings.

by managing the desired
recreation settings described
below. If monitoring indicates
outcome objectives are not
being achieved, settings will
be incrementally adapted until
monitoring shows the settings
are supporting the outcome
objectives:

Physical Settings:

No similar management
action for recreation settings.
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Row Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C

Alternative D

Naturalness: Maintain the
rural nature of the RMA;

all future changes to the
landscape should complement
the RMA objectives and not
result in changes to the visual
setting

Facilities: Developed
interpretive stops along the
Unaweep-Tabeguache Scenic
Byway and parking areas for
climbing access along Hwy
141 that complement RMA
objectives

Social Settings:

Average Contacts: Determine
social capacity during
implementation

Average Group Size: See
Average Contacts

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people frequent

Operational Settings:

Access: Non-motorized
outside parking areas along
Hwy 141

Management Controls:
Restrictions on overnight
camping

Visitor Services: On-site
interpretation including
kiosks and maps with words

Proposed Plan Alternative

991
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
and pictures; regular BLM
personnel presence.

Proposed Plan Alternative

427 |No similar action in existing | Close the RMA to overnight | No similar action. Same as Alternative B. Close the RMA to overnight
RMPs. use and camping use and camping.
428 |No similar action in existing | With partners, (climbing No similar action. No similar action. With partners (climbing
RMPs. clubs, retail service clubs, retail service
providers, etc.) identify providers, etc.), identify
and improve primary and improve primary
access trails to and between access trails to and between
climbing routes climbing routes.
429 | No similar action in existing | Implement climbing closures | No similar action. Implement climbing closures | Implement climbing
RMPs. during critical raptor nesting during critical peregrine falcon| closures during critical
seasons (Appendix E). nesting seasons (March 15 raptor nesting seasons
— July 31) when active nests | when active nests have
have been identified. been identified.
430 |No similar action in existing | To reduce resource impacts | Do not allow use of permanent| Same as Alternative B To reduce resource impacts
RMPs. on the top of routes, anchors. on the top of routes,
encourage placement of encourage placement of
permanent rappel anchors. permanent rappel anchors.
431 | No similar action in existing | Develop education program |No similar action. Same as Alternative B Develop education program
RMPs. with partners to teach with partners to teach
climbing resource ethics climbing resource ethics
(Leave no Trace for (Leave no Trace for
climbing) climbing).
432 | No similar action in existing | To protect visual resources, |No similar action. Same as Alternative B To protect visual resources,
RMPs. require all permanent require all permanent
anchors to match the color anchors to match the color
of the rock surface (fixtures, of the rock surface (fixtures,
hardware and webbing, etc.). hardware and webbing, etc.).
433 | No similar action in existing | Designate climbing routes |No similar action. Do not designate climbing Do not designate climbing

RMPs.

and limit climbing to
designated climbing routes

routes

routes.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

434 | No similar action in existing | When monitoring shows No similar action. Intensively manage climbing | Intensively manage
RMPs. degradation of biological, activities (access routes, belay | climbing activities (access

cultural, or paleontological stations, climbing routes) to | routes, belay stations,

resources as a result of reduce risks to biological, climbing routes) to reduce

climbing, close access and cultural, and paleontological | risks to biological, cultural,

climbing routes. resources. and paleontological
resources. This may
include route closures
when monitoring shows
degradation of NCA
resources.

435 |No similar action in Do not issue Vending SRPs Do not issue Vending SRPs
existing RMPs. Permit
applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.

436 |No similar action in Do not issue competitive SRPs Issue competitive SRPs for | Do not issue competitive
existing RMPs. Permit rock climbing. SRPs.
applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.

438 |No similar action in No similar action. Do not |No similar action. Do not Issue low and medium impact |No similar action. Do not
existing RMPs. Permit issue Competitive SRPs. issue Competitive SRPs. (Class I and II in Appendix |issue Competitive SRPs.
applications are assessed on I) Competitive SRPs that
a case-by-case basis. are consistent with RMA

objectives.

439 |No similar action in Issue low and medium No similar action. Permits Same as Alternative B Only issue low and medium
existing RMPs. Permit impact (Class I and II in applications are assessed on a impact (Class I and II in
applications are assessed on | Appendix I) Commercial case-by-case basis. Appendix I) Commercial
a case-by-case basis. SRPs that are consistent with SRPs that are consistent with

RMA objectives. RMA objectives.
440 |No similar action in Issue low and medium No similar action. Permits Same as Alternative B Only issue low and medium

existing RMPs. Permit
applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.

impact (Class I and II in
Appendix I) Organized
Group SRPs that are
consistent with RMA

applications are assessed on a
case-by-case basis.

impact (Class I and II in
Appendix I) Organized
Group SRPs that are
consistent with RMA

objectives. objectives.
S Suuwill Mesa/Wagon Park Recreation Management drea
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

442

Objective: No similar

objective in existing RMPs.

Objective: Focus recreation
and visitor services
management on protecting
and facilitating visitor
opportunities to participate
in hiking, horseback riding,
mountain biking, motorcycle
riding, ATV riding, big-game
hunting, dispersed camping.

The ERMA will provide

a recreation setting
commensurate with other
uses that 1) retains a low
level of contrast between
developments and the natural
surrounding; 2) provides
the necessary recreation
facilities (trails, trailheads,
campsites) to facilitate
activity participation; 3)
provides basic on-site visitor
services (signage, maps,
etc.); and 4) clearly posts
conditions of use throughout
the area.

Objective: No similar
objective

Lower Sawmill Mesa
Objective: Manage the
recreation area targeting
mountain bikers who seek the
outcomes described below.
Target the following activities:
mountain biking and camping.

See Appendix L for details
on recreation settings in this
recreation area.

Upper Sawmill Mesa
Objective: Focus recreation
and visitor services
management on protecting
and facilitating visitor
opportunities to participate
in hiking, horseback riding,
mountain biking, motorcycle
riding, ATV riding, big-game
hunting, dispersed camping.

The ERMA will provide

a recreation setting
commensurate with other
uses that 1) retains a low
level of contrast between
developments and the natural
surrounding; 2) provides

the necessary recreation
facilities (trails, trailheads,
campsites) to facilitate activity
participation; 3) provides
basic on-site visitor services
(signage, maps, etc.); and 4)
clearly posts conditions of use
throughout the area.

Proposed Plan Alternative

Objective: Focus recreation
and visitor services
management on protecting
and facilitating visitor
opportunities to participate
in hiking, horseback
riding, mountain biking,
motorcycle riding, ATV
riding, big-game hunting,
dispersed camping, and
backcountry auto touring.

The ERMA will provide

a recreation setting
commensurate with other
uses that 1) retains a low
level of contrast between
developments and the natural
surrounding; 2) provides
the necessary recreation
facilities (trails, trailheads,
campsites) to facilitate
activity participation; 3)
provides basic on-site visitor
services (signage, maps,
etc.); and 4) clearly posts
conditions of use throughout
the area.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

443

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs.

Alternative B
Objective: No similar
objective

Alternative C
Objective: No similar
objective

Alternative D
Lower Sawmill Mesa
Objective: Recreation
Outcome Objective: within
five years, and continuing
throughout the life of
the plan, participants
in visitor/community
assessments report an average
4.0 realization of the following
targeted experience and
benefit outcomes. (4.0 on a
probability scale where: 1 =
Not at all realized to 5 = totally
realized).

1. Getting some needed
physical exercise,
experiencing natural
surroundings, enjoying
frequent access to
outdoor recreation
activities

2. Improved physical and
mental health, living a
more outdoor-oriented
lifestyle

3.  Reduced health care
costs, increased
desirability as place to
live or retire, improved
local recreation-tourism
economy

4. Increased awareness and
protection of recreation
resources

Upper Sawmill Mesa
Objective: No similar
objective

Proposed Plan Alternative
Objective: No similar
objective.
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Row Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Proposed Plan Alternative
444 | No similar action in existing | Designate the Sawmill Mesa | No similar action. Designate Lower Sawmill Designate the Sawmill
RMPs. area as an ERMA (43,466 Mesa as a SRMA (14,415 Mesa/Wagon Park area as an
acres, Map 2-8b). acres, Map 2-8d). ERMA (58,718 acres, Map
2-8p).

Designate Upper Sawmill
Mesa as an ERMA (37,522
acres, Map 2—8d)

444a | No similar action in existing | No similar management Same as B. Lower Sawmill Mesa: No similar management
RMPs. action for recreation action for recreation
settings. Support outcome objectives settings.

by managing the desired
recreation settings described
below. If monitoring indicates
outcome objectives are not
being achieved, settings will
be incrementally adapted until
monitoring shows the settings
are supporting the outcome
objectives:

Physical Settings:

Remoteness: Reduce the
number of routes making the
RMA more remote

Naturalness: Maintain the
undeveloped nature of the
RMA

Facilities: At trailheads,
develop parking and toilet
facilities; Develop the
necessary trailheads and

trail system (both single-track
and ATV) to meet RMA
objectives

Social Settings:

Average Contacts: Away from
parking areas, participants
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D
encounter a season average of
10 groups per day

Average Group Size:

Away from parking areas,
participants encounter a
seasonal average of 8 people
per group

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people occasionally heard

Operational Setting:
Access: non-motorized

Management Controls:
Develop camping restrictions
necessary to meet RMA
objectives

Visitor Services: On-site
information including kiosks
and map/brochures with trail
information and conditions of
use; regular BLM personnel
presence Upper Sawmill
Mesa: Same as B.

Proposed Plan Alternative

445

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Designate BLM routes

to maintain access

and opportunity for
motorized, mechanized
and non-motorized
non-mechanized recreation
where not in conflict with
cultural, biological or other
natural resources.

No similar action.

Lower Sawmill Mesa:
Designate BLM routes to
meet RMA objectives. Close
two-track routes in order

to make area more remote.
Routes that are left open will
be rehabbed to a single-track
trail.

Upper Sawmill Mesa: Same
as Alternative B

Designate BLM routes

to maintain access

and opportunity for
motorized, mechanized
and non-motorized
non-mechanized recreation
where not in conflict with
cultural, biological or other
natural resources.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

Row Alternative A (No Action)

446

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Connect/reroute routes to
make loop opportunities as
necessary; reroute/repair
unsustainable and eroding
routes; Close redundant
routes to reduce confusion
by users

No similar action.

Lower Sawmill Mesa: With
partners (e.g., user groups,
retail shops, service providers)
develop a mechanized loop
trail system consistent

with RMA objectives

(see Appendix K, Trail
Design Criteria). During
implementation, as new routes
are constructed, existing
routes would be closed and
rehabbed.

Upper Sawmill Mesa: Same
as Alternative B

Designate routes to meet
RMA objectives and
connect/reroute routes to
make loop opportunities as
necessary; reroute/repair
unsustainable and eroding
routes.

When feasible with support
of local community

and partners (e.g., user
groups, retail shops, service
providers), complete and
implement an activity
level plan to develop a
non-motorized “Loop” trail
system north of the Escalante
Rim Road and outside the
River Rims ACEC. During
implementation, as new
routes are constructed,
existing routes would be
closed and rehabbed or
rehabbed to a single track
trail.

447

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Allow for seasonal
motorized vehicle use

on closed routes to facilitate
game retrieval during
hunting season.

No similar action.

No similar action.

No similar action.

448

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

No similar action.

No similar action.

Lower Sawmill Mesa:

Limit overnight camping to
designated campsites (outside
of developed campgrounds).

Upper Sawmill Mesa: No
similar action.

No similar action.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

449 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Lower Sawmill Mesa: If No similar action.

RMPs. additional management
controls are needed to
control camping, construct a
developed campground.
Upper Sawmill Mesa: No
similar action.

450 |No similar action in Do not issue Vending SRPs |Do not issue Vending SRPs | Lower Sawmill Mesa: Issue |Do not issue Vending SRPs.
existing RMPs. Permit Vending SRPs only in
applications are assessed on conjunction with Competitive
a case-by-case basis. SRPs.

Upper Sawmill Mesa: Same
as Alternative B

451 |No similar action in Issue low and medium No similar action. Permit Same as Alternative B Only issue low and medium
existing RMPs. Permit impact (Class I and II in applications are assessed on a impact (Class I and II in
applications are assessed on | Appendix I) Commercial case-by-case basis. Appendix I) Commercial
a case-by-case basis. SRPs that are consistent with SRPs that are consistent with

RMA objectives. RMA objectives.

452 |No similar action in Issue low and medium No similar action. Permit Issue low, medium and Only issue low and medium
existing RMPs. Permit impact (Class I and II in applications are assessed on a | moderate impact (Class I, impact (Class I and II in
applications are assessed on | Appendix I) Organized case-by-case basis. II, and II in Appendix I) Appendix I) Organized
a case-by-case basis. Group SRPs that are Organized Group SRPs that |Group SRPs that are

consistent with RMA are consistent with RMA consistent with RMA
objectives. objectives. objectives.
Same as Alternative B.
453 |No similar action in Issue low, medium and No similar action. Permit Same as Alternative B. Only issue low, medium

objectives. objectives.
L Fcalume Canyon Recromton Mansgemeni dres

existing RMPs. Permit
applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.

moderate impact (Class

I, II, and IIT in Appendix
I) Competitive SRPs that
are consistent with RMA

applications are assessed on a
case-by-case basis.

and moderate impact (Class
I, II, and III in Appendix
I) Competitive SRPs that
are consistent with RMA

VLI
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Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

SId [eul pue

in auto touring, picnicking,
white-water kayaking,
climbing, and dispersed
camping.

The ERMA will provide

a recreation setting
commensurate with other
uses that 1) retains a low
level of contrast between
developments and the natural
surrounding; 2) provides
the necessary recreation
facilities (trails, parking
areas, interpretation sites,
picnic sites, campsites)

to facilitate activity
participation; 3) provides
basic on-site visitor services
(signage, maps, etc.); and 4)
clearly posts conditions of
use throughout the area.

Target the following activities:
auto touring and picnicking.

See Appendix L for details
on recreation settings in this
recreation area.

455 |Objective: No similar Objective: Focus recreation |Objective: No similar Objective: Manage the Objective: Manage the
objective in existing RMPs. |and visitor services objective recreation area targeting recreation area targeting
management on protecting heritage tourists and tourism | visitors interested in the
and facilitating visitor service providers who seek |heritage and ecological
opportunities to participate the outcomes described below. | resources of the area and

tourism service providers
who seek the outcomes
described below. Target the
following activities: auto
touring and picnicking.

JINY pasodold eary UONBAIISUO))
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456 Objective: Recreation
Outcome Objective:
within five years, and
continuing throughout

the life of the plan, the

in visitor/community majority of participants
assessments report an average |in visitor/community

4.0 realization of the following|assessments report
targeted experience and realization of the following
benefit outcomes. (4.0 on a |targeted experience and
probability scale where: 1 = |benefit outcomes.

Not at all realized to 5 = totally
realized).

Objective: No similar
objective

Objective: Recreation
Outcome Objective: within
five years, and continuing
throughout the life of

the plan, participants

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs.

Objective: No similar
objective

1. Learning more about
the wildlife, cultural,

SLI
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Row

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

1. Learning more about the
wildlife, cultural, and
historical resources of
the area, connecting with
the experiences of those
who traveled through the
area in the past.

2. Increased appreciation of
the area's cultural history
and wildlife resources

3. Sustainability of the
community's cultural
heritage

4. Greater support for
protection of cultural
and wildlife resources

Proposed Plan Alternative

and historical resources
of the area, connecting
with the experiences
of those who traveled
through the area in the
past.

2. Increased appreciation
of the area's cultural
history and wildlife
resources

3. Sustainability of the
community's cultural
heritage

4.  Greater support for
protection of cultural
and wildlife resources

457 |No similar action in existing | Designate Escalante Canyon | No similar action. Designate Escalante Canyon |Designate Escalante Canyon
RMPs. as an ERMA (2,880 acres, as a SRMA (2,880 acres, Map |as a SRMA (2,880 acres,
Map 2-8b). 2-8d). Map2-8p).
457a | No similar action in existing | No similar management Same as B Support outcome objectives | Support outcome objectives

RMPs.

action for recreation
settings

by managing the desired
recreation settings described
below. If monitoring indicates
outcome objectives are not
being achieved, settings will
be incrementally adapted until
monitoring shows the settings
are supporting the outcome
objectives:

Physical Settings:

Naturalness: Maintain the
rural nature of the RMA;

all future changes to the
landscape should complement
the RMA objectives and not

by managing the desired
recreation settings described
below. If monitoring
indicates outcome
objectives are not being
achieved, settings will

be incrementally adapted
until monitoring shows the
settings are supporting the
outcome objectives:

Physical Settings:

Naturalness: Maintain
the rural nature of the
RMA; all future changes
to the landscape should
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Alternative D
result in changes to the historic
setting

Facilities: Improve existing
developed facilities;
coordinate with CPW to
develop facilities on State
lands that complement RMA
objectives

Social Settings:

Average Contacts:
Participants encounter a
season average of 20 groups
per day

Average Group Size:
Participants encounter a
seasonal average of 25 people
per group

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people frequent

Operational Setting:

Access: All use motorized -
sedan or full-sized vehicles

Management Controls:
Moderate level of restrictions
on overnight camping

Visitor Services: On-site
interpretation, including
kiosks and maps with words
and pictures; regular BLM
personnel presence.

Proposed Plan Alternative
complement the RMA
objectives and not result

in changes to the historic
setting

Facilities: Improve existing
developed facilities;
coordinate with CPW to
develop facilities on State
lands that complement RMA
objectives

Social Settings:

Average Contacts:
Participants encounter a
season average of 20 groups
per day

Average Group Size:
Participants encounter a
seasonal average of 25
people per group

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people frequent

Operational Setting:

Access: All use motorized -
sedan or full-sized vehicles

Management Controls:
Moderate level of
restrictions on overnight
camping

Visitor Services: On-site
interpretation including
kiosks and maps with words
and pictures; regular BLM
personnel presence.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

458

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Alternative B
No similar action.

Alternative C
No similar action.

Alternative D
Designate Escalante Canyon
as a Watchable Wildlife Area
(see Watchable Wildlife Areas
section of this table (row 629)
for more detail).

Proposed Plan Alternative
Designate Escalante Canyon
as a Watchable Wildlife Area
(see Watchable Wildlife
Areas section of this table
(row 629) for more detail).

459

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

No similar action.

Implement a Special Area SRP
for the purpose of controlling
user numbers and reducing
conflicts with private land
owners in Escalante Canyon.

No similar action.

No similar action.

460

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

No similar action.

No similar action.

No similar action.

Allow climbing and
kayaking to continue where
it does not create conflicts
with targeted recreation
uses and outcomes (e.g.,
competition for parking
and other facilities), and/or
cultural or biological
resource objectives.

Intensively manage climbing
activities (access routes,
belay stations, climbing
routes) to reduce risks to
biological, cultural, and
paleontological resources.
This may include route
closures when monitoring
shows degradation of NCA
resources.

461

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

With partners, (climbing
clubs, retail service
providers, etc.) identify
and improve primary
access trails to and between
climbing routes

No similar action.

No similar action.

With partners, (climbing
clubs, retail service
providers, etc.) close
climbing routes that are
causing resource concerns;
identify and improve
primary access trails to and
between climbing routes
to protect biological and
cultural resources.
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Row

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

462 |No similar action in existing | Implement climbing closures | No similar action. Implement climbing closures | Implement climbing
RMPs. during critical raptor nesting during critical peregrine falcon| closures during critical
seasons (Appendix E). nesting seasons when active | raptor nesting seasons
nests have been identified when active nests have
(March 15 — July 31). been identified.

463 | No similar action in existing | To reduce resource impacts |Do not allow use of permanent| Same as Alternative B. To reduce resource impacts

RMPs. on the top of routes, anchors. on the top of routes,
encourage placement of encourage placement of
permanent rappel anchors. permanent rappel anchors.

463a |No similar action in existing | To protect visual resources, |No similar action. Same as Alternative B. To protect visual resources,

RMPs. require all permanent require all permanent
anchors to match the color anchors to match the color
of the rock surface (fixtures, of the rock surface (fixtures,
hardware and webbing, etc.). hardware and webbing, etc.).

464 | No similar action in existing | Develop education program |No similar action. Same as Alternative B. Develop education program
RMPs. with partners to teach with partners to teach

climbing resource ethics climbing resource ethics
(Leave No Trace for (Leave No Trace for
climbing) climbing)

466 |Camping is limited to No similar action. Prohibit camping in the RMA. | Designate campsites within | Designate campsites within
designated areas (BLM the RMA. Overnight the RMA. Overnight
1989a). camping limited to developed |camping limited to

campgrounds and designated |developed campgrounds
campsites. and designated campsites.

467 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Provide opportunities for Provide opportunities for
RMPs. partners (e.g., local school partners (e.g., local school

districts, recreation and districts, recreation and
environmental groups, CNHP)| interpretive associations,
to assist the BLM in providing| CNHP) to assist the
biological/ecological BLM in providing
education/interpretation to biological/ecological,
help promote learning about | cultural and historical
the past and natural systems. | education/interpretation
to help promote learning
about the past and natural
systems.
468 |No similar action in Do not issue Vending SRPs Do not issue Vending SRPs

existing RMPs. Permit
applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

475

existing RMPs. Permit
applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs.

impact (Class I and II in
Appendix I) Organized
Group SRPs that are
consistent with RMA

Objective: No similar
objective

applications are assessed on a
case-by-case basis.

Objective: No similar
objective

moderate impact (Class I,
IT and IIT in Appendix I)
Organized Group SRPs that
are consistent with RMA

Objective: Manage

the recreation area
targeting non-motorized,
non-mechanized, quiet trail
users who seek the outcomes
described below. Target the
following activities: hiking
and horseback riding.

See Appendix L for details
on recreation settings in this
recreation area.

470 |No similar action in Do not issue Competitive SRPs Do not issue Competitive
existing RMPs. Permit SRPs
applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.

472 |No similar action in Issue low and medium No similar action. Permits Same as Alternative B Only issue low and medium
existing RMPs. Permit impact (Class I and II in applications are assessed on a impact (Class I and II in
applications are assessed on | Appendix I) Commercial case-by-case basis. Appendix I) Commercial
a case-by-case basis. SRPs that are consistent with SRPs that are consistent

RMA objectives. with RMA and ACEC
objectives.

473 |No similar action in Issue low and medium No similar action. Permits Issue low, medium and Only issue low and medium

impact (Class I and II in
Appendix I) Commercial
SRPs that are consistent
with RMA and ACEC

objectives. objectives. objectives.
T Couomwood Cunyonlbry Fork Recreation Management drea

Objective: No similar
objective.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

476 |Objective: No similar Objective: No similar Objective: No similar Objective: Recreation Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs. |objective objective Outcome Objective: within | objective.

five years, and continuing

throughout the life of

the plan, participants

in visitor/community

assessments report an average

4.0 realization of the following

targeted experience and

benefit outcomes. (4.0 on a

probability scale where: 1 =

Not at all realized to 5 = totally

realized).

1. Enjoying the area's
wildlife, scenery, and
views, experiencing the
natural surroundings,
enjoying solitude,
learning about
paleontological
resources

2.  Greater freedom from
urban living. Closer
relationship with the
natural world

3. Greater protection of
wildlife and plant
habitat from growth
and development

4. Maintenance/
preservation of
distinctive public
land recreation setting
character

477 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Designate Cottonwood No similar action.

RMPs.

Canyon as a SRMA (6,576
acres, Map 2-8d).

XLUDIN SIADUAI]Y
saaypuLol]y 7 123dvy)

SId [euld pue

JINY pasodoid eary UONBAIOSUO))
[BUOLIBN] 9IUB[BISH-ZanSuIwo(]

181



XLUYDIA SIADUAI]Y
SaaypuLdl]y 7 423dvy)

910C 2ung

Row
477a

Alternative A (No Action)
No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Alternative B
No management action for
recreation settings.

Alternative C
Same as B

Alternative D
Same as B

Support outcome objectives
by managing the desired
recreation settings described
below. If monitoring indicates
outcome objectives are not
being achieved, settings will
be incrementally adapted until
monitoring shows the settings
are supporting the outcome
objectives:

Physical Settings:

Remoteness: Maintain the
roadless nature of the RMA

Naturalness: Maintain the
undeveloped nature of the
RMA

Facilities: Designate primitive
parking areas along the edge
of the RMA

Social Settings:

Average Contacts: Away from
parking areas, participants
encounter a season average of
10 groups per day

Average Group Size:

Away from parking areas,
participants encounter a
seasonal average of 8 people
per group

Evidence of Use: Sounds of
people rare or infrequent

Proposed Plan Alternative
No similar action.

(43!
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

Operational Setting:

Access: non-motorized/non-
mechanized

Management Controls: Basic
conditions of use posted at key
access points

Visitor Services: No on-site
information; infrequent BLM
personnel presence

existing RMPs. Permit
applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.

478 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Construct the minimal miles | No similar action.
RMPs. of single-track trail necessary
to meet RMA objectives and
provide targeted users access
into the area.
479 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Designate the RMA as VRM | No similar action.
RMPs. I (exception: allow landscape
changes to meet RMA
objectives) Project design
must minimize contrast with
existing landscape elements of
form, line, color, and texture.
480 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Prohibit surface-disturbing No similar action.
RMPs. activities to protect
undeveloped settings and
meet RMA objectives.
481 |No similar action in No similar action. No similar action. Do not issue Vending SRPs. | No similar action.
existing RMPs. Permit
applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.
482 |No similar action in No similar action. No similar action. Do not issue Competitive No similar action.

SRPs.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

existing RMPs. Permit
applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.

applications are assessed on
a case-by-case basis.

applications are assessed on a
case-by-case basis.

(Class I and II in Appendix
I) Organized Group SRPs
that are consistent with RMA

483 |No similar action in No similar action. Permits |No similar action. Permits Issue low and medium impact | No similar action.
existing RMPs. Permit applications are assessed on |applications are assessed on a |(Class I and II in Appendix
applications are assessed on |a case-by-case basis. case-by-case basis. I) Commercial SRPs that
a case-by-case basis. are consistent with RMA
objectives.
484 |No similar action in No similar action. Permits |No similar action. Permits Issue low and medium impact | No similar action.

objectives.
“

RMPs.

manager) or permitted. Require reports as part of the permitting and authorization process.

486 |Goal: Encourage, support, and conduct scientific research within the D-E NCA to improve understanding, management, and protection of the
D-E NCA'’s resources.
487 |Objective: No similar Objective: Encourage, support, and conduct scientific research while minimizing Objective: Encourage,
objective in existing RMPs. |disturbance and consumption of resources and maximizing benefits to the management goals | support, and conduct
of the D-E NCA and to the scientific community. scientific research while
minimizing disturbance and
consumption of resources
and maximizing benefits to
the management goals of
the D-E NCA and to the
scientific community.
488 |No similar action in existing | Require all research (paleontological and cultural) to be authorized (by the D-E NCA Require a permit or

authorization from

BLM for all research
(paleontological, cultural,
and other). Require reports
as part of the permitting
and authorization process.
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Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

489

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

The general management approach regarding collection would be to prohibit collection

of materials from the D-E NCA except when specimens are unique, uncommon, or
scientifically or educationally significant, and when there are significant benefits to
understanding the D-E NCA'’s purposes, management goals, or significant advances in
general scientific understanding to be gained by collection, or when the site is vulnerable to
vandalism or theft and there is no preferred in situ method of protecting the site. Significant
as determined on a case-by-case basis by the appropriate resource specialist(s).

Proposed Plan Alternative
The general management
approach regarding
collection would be

to prohibit collection

of materials from the

D-E NCA except when
specimens are unique,
uncommon, or scientifically
or educationally significant,
and when there are
significant benefits

to understanding the

D-E NCA’s purposes,
management goals, or
significant advances

in general scientific
understanding to be gained
by collection, or when

the site is vulnerable to
vandalism or theft and
there is no preferred in situ
method of protecting the site.
Significant as determined
on a case-by-case basis by
the appropriate resource
specialist(s).

490

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs.

Objective: Improve baseline knowledge of the species present in D-E NCA, and general
understanding of the ecosystem processes (e.g., food web dynamics, vegetation succession,
water dynamics), cycles (e.g., fire return and nutrient cycles) and anthropogenic influences
(e.g., grazing, recreation) at work in D-E NCA.

Objective: Improve
baseline knowledge of the
species present in D-E NCA,
and general understanding
of the ecosystem processes
(e.g., food web dynamics,
vegetation succession, water
dynamics), cycles (e.g.,

fire return and nutrient
cycles) and anthropogenic
influences (e.g., grazing,
recreation) at work in D-E
NCA.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

491 |Continue basic trend and baseline monitoring that informs | Continue basic trend and baseline monitoring and encourage |Continue basic trend and
management decisions. and support research both internally and from external sources|baseline monitoring and
that inform management decisions. Research would include |encourage and support
smaller 'pilot' projects, as well as longer term, larger projects. |research both internally
Research would be used to inform management decisions and |and from external sources
actions. that inform management
decisions. Research
would include smaller
'pilot' projects, as well as
longer term, larger projects.
Research would be used
to inform management
decisions and actions.
492 | No similar action in existing | Encourage research, both internally and externally that addresses priority species and Encourage research, both
RMPs. vegetation objectives and evaluates priority species and vegetation rankings (Appendix A |internally and externally that
and Appendix G). addresses priority species
and vegetation objectives
and evaluates priority
species and vegetation
rankings (Appendix A and
Appendix G).
493 | Focus monitoring on the resources identified as purposes of the D-E NCA. See individual resource sections for resource-specific monitoring guidance.
494 | Objective: No similar Objective: Improve baseline knowledge and general understanding of geological, cultural, |Objective: Improve
objective in existing RMPs. |historical, archaeological, and paleontological resources baseline knowledge and
general understanding
of geological, cultural,
historical, archaeological,
and paleontological
resources
495 | Continue baseline and trend monitoring and encourage and support research both internally and from external sources. See Geological and
Paleontological Resources (row 1) and Cultural Resources (row 225) for resource-specific monitoring guidance.
496 |Objective: No similar Objective: Improve understanding of the socioeconomic impacts and benefits associated | Objective: Improve

objective in existing RMPs.

with the D-E NCA.

understanding of the social,
economic, and recreational
benefits associated with the
D-E NCA.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

497

e Escalante Canyon
498 Educational Use

499

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Alternative B
Monitor visitor use,
visitor health and safety,
resource conditions, and
the physical qualities of
the landscape with the
help of recreation-tourism
partnerships (e.g.,
towns, user groups,
recreation-tourism
organizations, outfitters,
CPW, etc.) in the following
RMAs:

e Cactus Park
e East Creek

e Gunnison River

Escalante Dispersed

Hunting Ground

Escalante Canyon

Alternative C
Monitor outcome attainment
and preferences through
customer assessments (e.g.,
focus group interviews
or visitor studies) on five
year intervals or as funding
allows. Monitor activity
participation and recreation
setting characteristics (RSCs)
annually during the primary
use season of June through
September in the following
RMAs:

e Gunnison River

e Cactus Park

Alternative D
Monitor outcome attainment
and preferences through
customer assessments (e.g.,
focus group interviews or
visitor studies) on five year
intervals or as funding allows.
Monitor activity participation
and RSCs annually during
the primary use season of

June through September in the

following RMAs:
e Cactus Park
e Ninemile Hill

East Creek

Gunnison Bluffs

Gunnison River

Sawmill Mesa

Cottonwood Canyon

Hunting Ground

Proposed Plan Alternative
Use a variety of tools and
techniques (including but
not limited to surveys,
economic studies, focused
discussions) to determine
social and economic
non-market as well as
market economic benefits
of the NCA. Implement
appropriate monitoring
and inventory as funding
allows. Engage partners
to accomplish goals, as
appropriate.

Conduct monitoring and
inventories with affected
communities (on-site
visitors, local communities,
partners, etc.) to increase
understanding of recreation
activity, setting and outcome
preferences.

Goal: Provide public education opportunities that increase awareness, understanding, and appreciation of the resources and stewardship values

relevant to D-E NCA.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

500

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs.

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D
Objective: Provide opportunities for youth and the general public to learn about the
purposes (geological, cultural, archaeological, paleontological, and natural resources, etc.)
of D-E NCA to encourage public stewardship and enjoyment.

Proposed Plan Alternative
Education Outcome
Objective: Participants

in visitor/community
assessments report
realization of the following
targeted experience and
benefit outcomes

e [earning more about
the area’s unique and
important resources and
values (purposes of the
D-E NCA)

e Greater appreciation for
and stewardship of the
biological and cultural
resources in the D-E
NCA

e Greater appreciation of
the historical interaction
of human activities with
the D-E NCA'’s landscape

501

Continue required information sharing and partnership
opportunities related to education.

Emphasize the use of interpretive services (kiosks, guided
tours, self-guided tours, etc.) and materials to inform youth
and the general public about D-E NCA's natural and cultural
resources and management actions.

Emphasize the use of
interpretive services (kiosks,
guided tours, self-guided
tours, etc.) and materials

to inform youth and the
general public about D-E
NCA's natural and cultural
resources and management
actions.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

502 |No similar action in existing | Do not allocate areas as Manage the following areas as|Manage the following areas as| Manage the following
RMPs. Allocation of areas |outdoor classroom/education|outdoor classroom/education |outdoor classroom/education |areas as outdoor
for education is considered |emphasis areas. emphasis areas for natural, emphasis areas for natural, classroom/education
on a case-by-case basis. geological and cultural geological, paleontological  |emphasis areas for natural,
resources: and cultural resources: geological, paleontological
and cultural resources:
e Cactus Park/Ninemile Hill |e Escalante Canyon
Recreation Management Watchable Wildlife Area | e Escalante Canyon
Area (Map 2-8c) (Map 2-16d) Watchable Wildlife Area
(Map 2-16p)
e Old Spanish NHT e Hunting Ground Recreation
Management Area (Map e Old Spanish NHT
2-8d)
e Big Dominguez Canyon
Heritage Area (Map 2-9p)
o Rambo/Little Dominguez
Canyon Heritage Area
(Map 2-9p)
e Leconards Basin Heritage
Area (Map 2-9p)
503 Livestock Grazing
504 | Goal: Support local agricultural communities, while achieving Colorado Public Land Health Standards and maintaining healthy, sustainable ecosystems
in balance with the goals and objectives of the purposes of the D-E NCA.
505 |Objective: Meet the forage |Objective: Meet the forage |Objective: Meet the forage |Objective: Meet the forage |Objective: Meet the forage

demands of livestock
operations consistent with
achieving the Colorado
Public Land Health
Standards (BLM 1997
and Appendix D).

demands of livestock
operations consistent with
achieving the Colorado
Public Land Health
Standards (BLM 1997 and
Appendix D) and consistent
with an emphasis on
allowing natural processes
to dictate the condition of
biological resources.

demands of livestock
operations consistent with
achieving the Colorado Public
Land Health Standards (BLM
1997 and Appendix D) and
consistent with an emphasis
on biological and natural
resource restoration and
cultural resource protection.

demands of livestock
operations consistent with
achieving the Colorado Public
Land Health Standards (BLM
1997 and Appendix D) and
consistent with an emphasis
on recreation, historic and
scenic values.

demands of livestock
operations consistent with
achieving the Colorado
Public Land Health
Standards (BLM 1997 and
Appendix D) and consistent
with recreational, biological,
natural and cultural resource
objectives.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

506 |Make 204,921 acres Make 188,389 acres Make 209,059 acres available | Make 209,617 acres available | Make 206,127 acres
available for livestock available for livestock for livestock grazing (Map for livestock grazing (Map available for livestock
grazing (Map 2—4a). Provide | grazing (Map 2—4b). Provide|2—4c). Provide 14,185 initial |2-4d). Provide 14,416 initial | grazing (Map 2-4p).
14,403 initial AUMs of 10,034 initial AUMs for AUMs of livestock forage. AUMs of livestock forage. Provide 14,349 initial
livestock forage. Both livestock forage. Both Both acreage and AUM Both acreage and AUM AUMs of livestock forage.
acreage and AUM numbers |acreage and AUM numbers |numbers may be adjusted numbers may be adjusted Both acreage and AUM
may be adjusted based on the| may be adjusted based on the | based on the results of ongoing| based on the results of ongoing| numbers may be adjusted
results of ongoing rangeland | results of ongoing rangeland | rangeland monitoring. rangeland monitoring. based on the results
monitoring. monitoring. of ongoing rangeland

monitoring and site-specific
analysis.

507 |Please see the section of this table entitled Special Status Species and Natural Communities (row 115) for a description of management actions taken to
reduce the probability of disease transmission between domestic sheep and desert bighorn sheep.

508 |In Management Unit 1 Increases in forage Increases in forage availability could be allocated to livestock | Changes (increases or

(68,362 acres within D-E
NCA), livestock grazing will
have first priority for any
additional forage to increase
forage available for livestock
grazing (BLM 1989a).

In Management Units 3,
11, 12 and 16 (11,206 acres
within the D-E NCA),
additional forage will be
divided equally between
livestock grazing and
wildlife to provide forage
for both resources (BLM
1989a).

availability could not be
allocated to livestock.

grazing where such allocation would still allow for progress
toward the achievement of biological objectives.

decreases) in forage
allocation for livestock
grazing could be made
where such changes would
allow for progress toward the
achievement of biological
objectives.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

509

In Management Unit

12 (Escalante Canyon),
livestock grazing will
continue at current levels
unless studies determine
threatened or endangered
or unique species and
their potential habitat are
being adversely affected.
This is designed to protect
threatened, endangered
and unique species

from potential livestock
destruction (BLM 1989a).

Close the following areas to
livestock use (21,589 acres,
Map 2-4b):

e Bean allotment (361
acres, due to conflicts
with adjoining private
lands)

e Rose Creek (557 acres,
due to inaccessibility and
protection of riparian
values)

e Upper Escalante Canyon
(1,619 acres, due to
protection of riparian
values and special
status plants and plant
communities)

e Alkali Flats allotment
(3,452 acres because
of location in sensitive,
low-precipitation area
and because a high
proportion (>25%) of the
allotment is not meeting
Colorado Standards of
Public Land Health)

e Antelope allotment
(1,764 acres because
of location in sensitive,
low-precipitation area
and because a high
proportion (>25%) of the
allotment is not meeting
Colorado Standards of
Public Land Health)

Close the following areas to
livestock use (918 acres, Map
2-4c):

e Bean allotment (361 acres,
due to conflicts with
adjoining private lands)

e Rose Creek (557 acres,
due to inaccessibility and
protection of riparian
values)

Close the following areas to
livestock use (361 acres, Map
2-4d):

e Bean Allotment (361
acres, due to conflicts with
adjoining private lands)

Proposed Plan Alternative
Close the following areas
to livestock use (361 acres,
Map 2-4p):

e Bean Allotment (361
acres, due to conflicts
with adjoining private
lands)
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

e Lower Escalante
allotment (2,319
acres because of
location in sensitive,
low-precipitation area
and because a high
proportion (>25%) of the
allotment is not meeting
Colorado Standards of
Public Land Health)

e Wells Gulch allotment
(6,448 acres because
of location in sensitive,
low-precipitation area
and because a high
proportion (>25%) of the
allotment is not meeting
Colorado Standards of
Public Land Health)

e Unallotted areas, which
are not a part of a grazing
allotment (5,056 acres)

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

510

Of the corrected acreage
noted in row 506 as available
to grazing,active movement
would be the only livestock
use allowed in the following
areas to protect riparian
values (existing allotment
management plans, 8,141
acres, Map 2—4a):

e Escalante Canyon (1,692
acres, Dominguez
Allotment terms of use
2011)

e Big Dominguez (3,135
acres, Wagon Park

Of the corrected acreage
noted in row 506 as
available to grazing,active
movement would be the
only livestock use allowed
in the following areas within
existing allotments to protect
riparian values (12,756
acres, Map 2—4b):

e Cottonwood Creek
riparian zone

e Gunnison River riparian
zone

e Bigand Little Dominguez

Of the corrected acreage
noted in row 506 as available
to grazing,active movement
would be the only livestock use
allowed in the following areas
within existing allotments to
protect riparian values (12,097
acres, Map 2—-4c):

e Gunnison River riparian
zone

e Big and Little Dominguez
e Dry Fork of Escalante

e Escalante Canyon

Of the corrected acreage noted
in row 506 as available to
grazing, active movement
would be the only livestock
use allowed in the following
areas (within and outside of
existing allotments) to protect
riparian values (6,275 acres,
Map 2-4d):

e Big Dominguez

e Dry Fork of Escalante

Of the acreage noted in row
506 as available to grazing:
to protect riparian values,
sensitive plants, and saline
seeps limit livestock use

in riparian areas along the
following rivers/creeks to
active movement between
grazing areas (11,938 acres,
Map 2-4p):

e Bigand Little Dominguez
Creeks

e Dry Fork of Escalante
Creek
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Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Proposed Plan Alternative
Allotment) Management
Plan 1988) e Dry Fork of Escalante e Escalante tributaries above e Escalante Creek below
forks forks
e Little Dominguez (3,313 |® Lower Escalante Canyon
acres, Wagon Park e  Rose Creek
Allotment Management | ® Escalante tributaries
Plan 1988) above forks Limitation will be
implemented through
Trailing in Management changes to grazing permit
Unit 9 (2,772 acres within terms and conditions,
the D-E NCA) would be allotment management
confined to established roads plans, and/or issuance of
and limited as much as crossing permits.
possible to protect riparian
values. Exclude livestock Intensively manage grazing
grazing in these areas from in the Gunnison River
March 1 to range readiness riparian zone to improve
(BLM 1989a). riparian vegetation and
minimize conflicts with
recreation.

If land health concerns
associated with livestock use
are documented along the
Gunnison River or in other
riparian areas not identified
above, limit livestock use in
the riparian area to active
movement between grazing
areas.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

511

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Alternative B
Close all unallotted areas
to livestock use, except
where active movement
was established prior to the
Omnibus Act of 2009 (5,056
acres, Map 2-4b).

Alternative C
Livestock active movement
would be the only livestock

use allowed in all unallotted
areas (5,056 acres, Map 2—4c).

Alternative D
All unallotted areas would
be open to livestock grazing
(5,056 acres: (acreage also
included in row 506 as
available to grazing) Map
2-44d).

Proposed Plan Alternative
Unallotted areas would be
managed according to the
following (Map 2—4p):

Area open to livestock
grazing (acreage also
included in row 506 as
available to grazing): 994
acres

Area where active
movement would be
the only livestock use
allowed:572 acres

Area closed to livestock
use:3,850 acres

New (unallotted) land
acquisitions would be
evaluated and closed or
allotted to neighboring
permittees on a case-by-case
basis considering
topography and resource
objectives.

sim-
ilar
ac-
tion.

No similar action.

No similar action.

No similar action.

No similar action.

In order to improve
consistency of domestic
sheep management

within the D-E NCA,
administratively divide two
allotments that span the
D-E NCA and the UFO and
are separated by Highway
50. Wells Gulch west

of Hwy 50 is named the
Dominguez Rim allotment;
Alkali Flats west of Hwy 50
is named the Huff allotment
(See Map 2-4p).
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Alternative B

Alternative C Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative
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512 |No similar action in existing | Do not construct new Construct new livestock facilities (e.g., water developments, |Construct new livestock
RMPs. Construction of livestock facilities (e.g., fences, corrals) as needed to achieve biological resource facilities (e.g., water
facilities is analyzed on a | water developments, fences, |objectives. developments, fences,
case-by-case basis. corrals), unless substantial corrals) as needed to

degradation to biological achieve biological resource
or cultural resources would objectives.
occur in the absence of these
facilities.
513 |No similar action in existing | Do not construct water Construct up to 17 water developments to allow for maximum| BLM may authorize the

RMPs. The Omnibus

Act states the BLM may
allow construction of new
livestock watering facilities
within the Wilderness in
accordance with

1. Section 4(d)(4) of the
Wilderness Act; and

2. The guidelines set
forth in Appendix
A of the report of
the Committee on
Interior and Insular
Affairs of the House
of Representatives
accompanying H.R.
2570 of the 101st
Congress.

The final wilderness EIS
for the Dominguez Canyon
WSA stated “an estimated 7
earthen reservoirs would be
constructed on the portion
of the WSA recommended
suitable in the Dominguez
Allotmentin the Montrose
District” (BLM 1989c).

developments in the
Wilderness.

distribution for utilization of available forage based on
allocated AUMs in the Wilderness portion of the Dominguez
allotment.

construction of up to 11
water developments in the
Wilderness portion of the
Dominguez allotment in
accordance with Section
4(d)(4) of the Wilderness
Act and the congressional
grazing guidelines

Specific locations and
number of developments

to be constructed would be
implemented on the basis of
the following criteria:

e Minimum requirements
analysis, which includes:

e Prioritizing locations
outside wilderness

e Minimizing the number
of developments
necessary to meet
biological objectives and
to improve naturalness

e Placement of
developments supports
an allotment management
strategy that protects
wilderness values.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

Until an allotment
management strategy that
protects wilderness values
is fully implemented; adopt
an interim management
strategy that addresses
improvement and protection
of naturalness.

514 |No similar actions in Prohibit livestock grazing |Intensively manage areas with conflicts between livestock Intensively manage areas
existing RMPs. Conflicts |in areas where monitoring |grazing and cultural resource objectives. with conflicts between
between livestock grazing |shows conflicts between livestock grazing and
and cultural resource livestock grazing and If intensive management fails to resolve the conflict, evaluate |cultural resource objectives.
objectives are resolved cultural resource objectives. |all or part of allotment for closure.
on a case-by-case basis. If intensive management

fails to resolve the conflict,
evaluate all or part of
allotment for closure.

515 |In areas where livestock In areas where livestock In areas where livestock grazing prevents achievement of In areas where monitoring

grazing contributes to
failure to meet land health
standards, restrict or adjust
livestock grazing.

Revise allotment
management plans to resolve
conflicts between grazing
and this plan’s proposed
actions for soils, riparian,
and water resources (BLM
1987).

Management Unit 1 (68,362
acres within the D-E NCA)
will be intensively managed
to improve vegetation
conditions and livestock
forage (BLM 1989a). In
Management Unit 3 (6,587
acres), no projects will be
permitted that would reduce

grazing prevents
achievement of biological
resource objectives, evaluate
AUM reduction and/or
closure of part or all of the
allotment(s).

biological resource objectives, intensively manage to reduce
impacts to biological resources.

If intensive management fails to resolve the conflict, evaluate
for AUM reduction and/or closure of all or part of the
allotment(s).

shows that livestock grazing
is preventing achievement
of biological resource
objectives, adjust timing of
use or intensively manage to
reduce impacts to biological
resources.

If intensive management
fails to resolve the conflict,
evaluate for AUM reduction
and/or closure of all or part
of the allotment(s).
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

the woodland base (BLM
1989a).

Proposed Plan Alternative

910C aunf

516 |Assess AUM availability Periodically assess AUM availability using rangeland monitoring or vegetative inventory |Periodically assess AUM
using rangeland monitoring |data (e.g., NRCS carrying capacity protocol, land health assessments). Prioritize areas availability using rangeland
or vegetative inventory preventing achievement of biological resource objectives. monitoring and/or vegetative
data (e.g., NRCS carrying inventory data (e.g., NRCS
capacity protocol, land carrying capacity protocol,
health assessments) where land health assessments).
livestock grazing contributes Prioritize areas where
to failure to meet land health livestock grazing is
standards. preventing achievement

of biological resource
objectives.

517 |No similar action in existing | Close allotments with In areas with degraded desert |Continue to determine To improve conditions
RMPs. highly degraded desert shrub/saltbush vegetation, seasons of grazing use on a  |in desert shrub/saltbush

shrub/saltbush vegetation to |avoid grazing use during case-by-case basis. communities, limit grazing

livestock use. the critical growth period use period within limited
(generally the period of precipitation zones (below
early April to early October, 6,000 feet), to October
depending on seasonal 1 to April 15 in order to
conditions) to allow for plant avoid active growth, unless
recovery while adequate otherwise specified in an
soil moisture is available. allotment management plan
Exception: where use inside or grazing use agreement
of this time period would help to help achieve biological
achieve biological objectives. objectives.

518 |No similar action in existing | Designate allotments into one of three categories (I, M or C) on the basis of the following criteria:

RMPs.

“I” = Intensively manage allotment because of conflicts with other resource objectives, such as conserving T&E species
and/or meeting land health standards.

“M” = Maintain allotment with current management. The allotment causes no immediate conflicts with other resources
and is meeting land health standards.

“C” = Custodial Allotment. The allotment is small in size and AUM numbers and has lower priority than larger allotments.
It does not cause major conflicts with other resources.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

519 |In Management Unit 1 Close vacated (those that | Allow for establishment Evaluate combining vacated | Based on biological
(68,362 acres within the are available for livestock |of grass banks on vacated or relinquished allotments, or | resource objectives,
D-E NCA), any unallotted |use but do not have an or relinquished allotments unallotted areas, with active | evaluate and allocate
areas or relinquished permits|active permit or lease) or  [to provide for additional allotments where feasible vacated or relinquished
will be reissued to permit  |relinquished (those where | management options. to provide for additional allotments, or unallotted
livestock grazing (BLM the permittee voluntarily management options. areas for:
1989a). and permanently surrenders
their grazing preference) e combining with active
allotments. allotments to provide for
additional management
options.
e establishing grass banks
e closure to grazing
520 |Include periodic rest during |Include periodic rest during the active growing season as part of authorized use (where Include periodic rest during
the active growing season |appropriate for achieving biological resource objectives). the active growing season
when necessary as part of as part of authorized
authorized use (on a case by use (where appropriate
case basis determined by the for achieving biological
management plan). resource objectives).
521 |In Management Units 3, Limit, as a guideline, For areas meeting public Limit, as a guideline, Livestock grazing permits

11, 12 and 16 (11,206 acres
within the D-E NCA),
livestock grazing will be
limited to 50% utilization
of key forage species to
permit sustained forage
capacity (BLM 1989a).

In Management Unit 9
(2,772 acres within the D-E
NCA), livestock grazing
may be limited to 35%
utilization of key forage
species to increase riparian
cover (BLM 1989a). In
all other areas of the

D-E NCA, allowable
utilization is determined on
an allotment-by-allotment
basis.

allowable utilization level
to no more than 35% of the
current year’s production

of desired cool-season and
warm-season perennial grass
species.

land health standards: Limit,
as a guideline, allowable
utilization level to no more
than 50% of the current
year’s production of desired
cool-season and warm-season
perennial grass species.

For areas where public land
health standards are not
being met: implement, as

a guideline, an allowable
utilization level of no more
than 35% of the current
year’s production of desired
cool-season and warm-season
perennial grass species.

allowable utilization level
to no more than 60% of the
current year’s production
of desired cool-season and
warm-season perennial grass
species.

will include seasonal
utilization limits for
palatable forage that
reflect BMPs and are
consistent with meeting
land health standards or
other biological objectives.
Lower limits will be
established for grazing
allotments with land health
problems where grazing

is contributing to those
problems.
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522

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Objective: No similar objective

Alternative C Alternative D
Objective: Manage livestock grazing and recreation to reduce
conflicts.

Proposed Plan Alternative
Objective: Manage
livestock grazing and
recreation to reduce
conflicts.

523

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Restrict recreation (access,
timing, activity) as necessary
to reduce conflicts between
recreation and livestock
grazing and to achieve

livestock grazing objectives.

When identifying locations for high concentrations of
recreation activity and/or facilities, ensure the locations do not
create pervasive conflict with livestock grazing.

Resolve conflicts between
livestock grazing and
recreation on a case-by-case
basis in accordance with
BLM policies.

524

No similar action.

When developing Allotment Management Plans, consider
livestock management practices inside SRMAs that reduce
livestock concentration (with associated livestock waste
and trampling) in and around developed and undeveloped
recreation facilities during key recreation periods.

When developing grazing
strategies, consider
livestock management
practices inside SRMAs
that reduce livestock
concentration (with
associated livestock waste
and trampling) in and
around developed and
undeveloped recreation
facilities during key
recreation periods.

525

Goal: Develop and encourage public and stakeholder understanding of livestock grazing management within the D-E NCA.

526

Objective: No similar
objective in existing RMPs.

Objective: Improve communication and understanding of proper range management
practices and expectations between the BLM, grazing permittees and the general public.
Improve understanding of livestock grazing as a traditional and continuing current use in
Mesa, Delta, and Montrose Counties and communities.

Objective: Improve
communication and
understanding of range
standards and expectations
between the BLM,
grazing permittees and

the general public. Improve
understanding of livestock
grazing as a traditional and
continuing current use in
Mesa, Delta, and Montrose
Counties and communities.

527

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Educate public on livestock grazing as a traditional use through educational and interpretive

messaging.

Educate public on livestock
grazing as a traditional and
continuing, appropriate use
of public lands through
educational and interpretive
messaging.
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ernative Alternative D

528 ; 0 0 d ; anage

529 |Goal: Define a travel and transportation network that supports the goals and objectives of the purposes of the D-E NCA

530 |Objective: Manage the D-E NCA'’s route system to meet objectives for the purposes of the D-E NCA (including recreation), while allowing continued
use of the D-E NCA for livestock grazing, land authorizations and access to non-Federal property.

531 |Designate the following Designate the following Designate the following areas as closed to public motorized |Designate the following
areas as closed to public areas as closed to public travel (66,193 acres, Maps 2—13c and 2—-13d ): areas as closed to
motorized travel (69,263 motorized travel (91,009 oft-highway vehicle (OHV)
acres, Map 2—13a): acres, Map 2—13b): e Dominguez Canyon Wilderness use (see Glossary) (66,193

acres, Map 2—-13p):
e Dominguez Canyon e Dominguez Canyon Designate all other areas of the D-E NCA as limited to
Wilderness Wilderness designated routes for motorized travel (144,126 acres, see e Dominguez Canyon
Maps 2—13c, 2-13d) Wilderness
e Dominguez Canyon e Dominguez Canyon
Wilderness Study Area Wilderness Study Area Designate all other areas
of the D-E NCA as limited
Designate all other areas e Dominguez Addition to designated routes for
of the D-E NCA as limited lands with wilderness motorized travel (144,126
to designated routes for characteristics acres, see Map 2—13p)
motorized travel (140,737
acres, Map 2—13a). e Dry Fork of Escalante
lands with wilderness
characteristics
e Cottonwood Creek
lands with wilderness
characteristics
e Gunnison Slopes
lands with wilderness
characteristics
Designate all other areas
of the D-E NCA as limited
to designated routes for
motorized travel (119,309
acres, Map 2—13b).
532 | Authorize the use of motorized vehicles for administrative purposes within areas that are closed to OHV use (see Glossary). Authorization would be

evaluated on a case-by-case basis.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

533 |Designate the following Designate the following Designate the following areas as closed to public mechanized |Designate the following
areas as closed to public areas as closed to public (e.g., bicycles) travel (66,193 acres, see Maps 2—13c and areas as closed to public
mechanized (e.g., bicycles) |mechanized (e.g., bicycles) |2-13d): mechanized (e.g., bicycles)
travel (69,263 acres, Map  |[travel (91,009 acres, Map travel (66,193 acres, see
2-13a): 2-13b): e Dominguez Canyon Wilderness Map 2-13p):

e Dominguez Canyon e Dominguez Canyon Designate all other areas of the D-E NCA as limited to e Dominguez Canyon
Wilderness Wilderness designated routes for mechanized (e.g., bicycles) travel Wilderness
(144,126 acres, see Maps 2—13c and 2—13d). In these areas,
e Dominguez Canyon e Dominguez Canyon allow for continued use of mechanized game carts off Designate all other areas
Wilderness Study Area Wilderness Study Area | designated routes for game retrieval. of the D-E NCA as limited
to designated routes for
Designate all other areas of |® Dominguez Addition mechanized (e.g., bicycles)
the D-E NCA as open to lands with wilderness travel (144,126 acres, see
cross-country mechanized characteristics Map 2-13p). In these areas,
(e.g., bicycles) travel allow for continued use of
(140,737 acres, Map 2—13a) | ® Dry Fork of Escalante mechanized game carts off
lands with wilderness designated routes for game
characteristics retrieval.
e Cottonwood Creek
lands with wilderness
characteristics
e Gunnison Slopes
lands with wilderness
characteristics
Designate all other areas
of the D-E NCA as limited
to designated routes for
mechanized (e.g., bicycles)
travel (119,309 acres, Map
2-13b).
534  |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Designate the following area |No similar action. Designate the following area

RMPs.

as limited to designated routes
for foot and horse travel (1,585
acres, Map 2—13c):

o Wilderness Zone 1

as limited to existing routes
for horse travel (1,585 acres,
Map 2-13p):

e Wilderness Zone 1
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Row
534a

Alternative A (No Action)
No similar action in existing RMPs.

Alternative B

Alternative C Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative
Any land acquired

by the BLM for the
Dominguez-Escalante
NCA will be managed
under the limited
classification criteria as
identified in 43 CFR
8342.1, limited to existing
roads and trails until a
site determination and
travel management plan
are completed for the
acquisition (43 CFR
8342.2).

535 |No similar action in existing | Close redundant routes Close and rehab redundant routes (routes that run parallel to | No similar action.
RMPs. (routes that run parallel a preferable route) and dead-end routes (routes less than 0.5
to a preferable route) and |miles long that do not lead to campsites, overlooks, facilities
dead-end routes (routes less |or developments).
than 0.5 miles long that
do not lead to campsites,
overlooks, facilities or
developments).
536 |No similar action in existing | Manage the D-E NCA’s route system for consistency with adjacent public land travel Manage the D-E NCA’s
RMPs. designations (USFS and CPW) route system for consistency
with adjacent public land
travel designations (USFS
and CPW).
537 |Excluding county- Excluding county- Excluding county-maintained roads and administrative use, |Excluding county-

maintained roads and
administrative use,
implement a seasonal
closure from 12/1 to 4/30 for
motorized travel in 14,716
acres within the D-E NCA
(Map 2—-13a, BLM 1989a).

maintained roads and
administrative use,
implement a seasonal
closure for motorized

and mechanized travel in the
following areas to protect big
game winter concentration
areas and saturated soils
(44,436 acres, Map 2—13b):

e Gibbler Gulch

e Wagon Park

implement a seasonal closure for motorized and mechanized
travel in the following areas to protect big game winter
concentration areas and saturated soils (63,441 acres) (Maps
2—13c and 2—13d):

e Gibbler Gulch

e Wagon Park

e Sowbelly

e Upper Sawmill Mesa

maintained roads and
administrative use,
implement a seasonal
closure for motorized

and mechanized travel in the
following areas to protect big
game winter concentration
areas (63,441 acres) (Map
2-13p):

o Gibbler Gulch

o Wagon Park

0¢

JdINY pasodoid eary UONBAIOSUO))
[eUOnBN] 9IUB[BOSTH-ZanSuIwo(]

SId [euld pue



910C aunf

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

e Sowbelly

e Upper Sawmill Mesa

e Dry Mesa

Proposed Plan Alternative

e Sowbelly

e Upper Sawmill Mesa

e Dry Mesa e Dry Mesa
538 |No similar action in existing | Implement seasonal closures | Implement seasonal closures |Implement seasonal closures | Implement seasonal
RMPs. from December 1 to April |from December 1 to April from December 1 to March 31| closures from December
30 in Gibbler Gulch, Wagon |30 in Gibbler Gulch and in Gibbler Gulch, Sowbelly, | 1 to April 30 in Gibbler
Park, Sowbelly, Upper December 1 to May 31 in Upper Sawmill Mesa, and Dry| Gulch, Wagon Park,
Sawmill Mesa, and Dry Wagon Park, Sowbelly, Upper | Mesa and December 1 to April| Sowbelly, Upper Sawmill
Mesa. Sawmill Mesa, and Dry Mesa. |30 in Wagon Park. Mesa, and Dry Mesa.
The longer seasonal closures Exception: The Farmers
(until May 31) would be Canyon route, within the
implemented to further protect seasonal closure, would
saturated soils. remain open year-round to
provide a motorized “loop”
opportunity until a new
route can be connected
north of Farmers Canyon
to divert use away from the
seasonal closure area as
much as practicable.
539 |No similar action in existing | Construct recreation trails consistent with the Trail Design Criteria (Appendix K). Construct recreation trails
RMPs. consistent with the Trail
Design Criteria (Appendix
K).
540 |See Appendix N (as well as Maps N-1a, N-1b, N-1¢, N-1d and N-1p) for implementation-level route designations by alternative within the D-E NCA.
541 |Objective: No similar Objective: Manage the D-E NCA'’s route system to reduce the potential for trespass onto private land.
objective in existing RMPs.
542 |No similar action in existing | Close routes that dead-end at| Close and rehab routes that dead-end at private land and that | Consider closing and

RMPs.

private land and that are not
used as primary access for
private landowners.

are not used as primary access for private landowners.

rehabilitating routes that
dead-end at private land
and that are not used as
primary access for private
landowners.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

543

544 Land Tenure and Land Use Authorizations

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Proposed Plan Alternative
Limit motorized and mechanized travel on the following types of routes to administrative | Consider limiting
use: motorized and mechanized

travel on the following
® Routes that end at private land and provide primary access to private property (to prevent | types of routes to
trespass) administrative use:

e Routes that end at ROW structures such as communication towers, power lines, pipelines | e Routes that end at private
(to prevent vandalism) land and provide primary

. I . access to private property
e Routes that dead-end at livestock facilities and are not needed to meet recreation (to prevent trespass)

objectives (to prevent vandalism and livestock harassment)

e Routes that end at
ROW structures such as
communication towers,
power lines, pipelines and
are not needed to meet
recreation objectives (to
prevent vandalism)

e Routes that dead-end at
livestock facilities and
are not needed to meet
recreation objectives (to
prevent vandalism and
livestock harassment)

545 |Goal:Any new proposed facilities must be consistent with protecting the resources and values within the Conservation Area and be consistent with
BLM Manual 6220 (BLM 2012b; see Appendix V). Consider allowing realty authorizations, such as right-of-way grants (ROWs) and permits, only
when required for local, essential community services and when no siting alternatives exist outside the NCA.

546 |Objective: Respond, ina |Objective: Evaluate realty authorization requests using evaluation criteria designed to protect Conservation Area

timely manner, to requests
for utility authorizations

on public land while
considering environmental,
social, economic, and
interagency concerns (BLM
1987).

resources and values. Determine whether the proposal is consistent with BLM Manual 6220, including the provision that
BLM will only develop new facilities in the NCA where they are necessary for public health and safety, required under
law, necessary for the exercise of valid existing rights or other non-discretionary uses, needed to prevent impacts to fragile
resources, or needed to further the purposes for which the area was designated.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

547
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548

Manage the following areas
as unsuitable for public
utilities (BLM 1987) (91,327
acres, Map 2—14a; note that
acres cited in BLM 1987 do
not match current geographic
information system (GIS)
data):

e 8,960 acres within the
Gunnison River corridor

® 1,000 acres within Cactus
Park

e 19,178 + 30,798 acres in
Dominguez Canyon

Manage the following areas
as sensitive to public utility
development (12,066 acres)
(BLM 1987) (Map 2—14a):

e Unaweep Canyon area
e Bangs Canyon Area

Encourage use of existing
corridors or upgrading of
existing facilities in sensitive
and suitable zones (BLM
1987).

Manage the entire D-E NCA
as a ROW exclusion area
(210,012 acres, Map 2—14b),
except to allow for:

e Reasonable access and
utilities to non-Federal
property and existing
ROW facilities.

e Upgrades or
modifications to existing
facilities

Manage the entire D-E NCA
as a ROW exclusion area
(210,012 acres, Map 2—14b),
except to allow for:

e Reasonable access and
utilities to non-Federal
property and existing ROW
facilities.

e Upgrades or modifications
to existing facilities

e Research and monitoring

Manage the following areas as
ROW exclusion areas (90,290
acres, Map 2—-14d):

e Dominguez Canyon
Wilderness

o Dominguez Canyon WSA
Gibbler Mountain ACEC

Gunnison Gravels ACEC

o Gunnison River ACEC
e Escalante ACEC

Manage these exclusion areas
with exceptions to allow for:

e Reasonable access and
utilities to non-Federal
property and existing ROW
facilities.

e Upgrades or modifications
to existing facilities

e Research and monitoring

Proposed Plan Alternative
Manage 208,990 acres

of the D-E NCA as a
ROW exclusion area (Map
2-14p), except to allow for:

o Reasonable access and
utilities to non-Federal
property and existing
ROW facilities.

e Upgrades or
modifications to existing
facilities

No similar action.

No similar action.

Manage the rest of the D-E
NCA as ROW avoidance
(118,784 acres, Map 2—-14d).

Manage 1,022 acres as ROW
avoidance areas. Apply
special stipulations and
mitigation measures while
processing ROWs within
these areas consistently with
VRM II objectives and the
purposes of the NCA:

e 75-foot buffer along
Highway 50 (96 acres).
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

e Unaweep Canyon, % mile
buffer along Highway 141
within the walls of the
canyon (926 acres):

o Telephone/fiber optic
and low voltage power
lines.

o Any new above-ground
facilities within the D-E
NCA must be placed on
wooden poles.

Applications for new ROWs
will follow BLM Manual
6220 policy (Section 1.6

(E)).

548a

No similar action.

No similar action.

No similar action.

No similar action.

While processing ROW
renewals, in accordance
with all applicable law and
policy, work with holders of
existing ROWs to consider
new, additional, or modified
terms and conditions to
minimize impacts to the
NCA’s values.

549

The BLM shall continue to
provide private landowners
adequate access to
inholdings in the D-E
NCA (Omnibus Act).

Allow for reasonable access
to non-Federal property with
the following limitations:

e All ROWs on roads
administered by the
BLM will be maintained
according to their current
classification (primitive
road vs. maintained and
improved, etc.) and no
upgrades in classification
will be permitted through
ROW authorizations

Allow for reasonable access to
non-Federal property with the
following limitations:

e All ROWs on roads
administered by the
BLM will be maintained
according to their current
classification (primitive
road vs. maintained and
improved, etc.) unless an
upgrade in classification
would better protect natural
and cultural resources

Allow for reasonable access to
non-Federal property with the
following limitations:

e All ROWs on roads
administered by the
BLM will be maintained
according to their current
classification (primitive
road vs. maintained and
improved, etc.) unless an
upgrade in classification
would better protect natural
and cultural resources, or

Allow for reasonable access
to non-Federal property with
the following limitations:

e All ROWs on existing
roads administered by the
BLM will be maintained
in their current condition
unless an upgrade in
condition would better
protect natural and
cultural resources

e Any new roads would
be authorized and
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

e Any new roads that could
be authorized will be
constructed to minimal
widths and standards
similarly to nearby
existing “primitive roads”

e Any new roads will be
gated to prevent or limit
public vehicle access

e Ultilities to non-Federal
property must be
co-located within a 30
foot buffer of the access
road to the property

e Any new roads that would
be authorized will be
constructed in a way
that minimizes impacts
to natural and cultural
resources

e Any new roads will be
gated as needed to prevent
or limit public vehicle
access

e Ultilities to non-Federal
property must be co-located
within a 40 foot buffer of
the access road to the

property

would provide recreational
benefit

Any new roads that would
be authorized will be
constructed to minimal
widths and standards
similarly to nearby existing
“primitive roads”

Utilities to non-Federal
property must be co-located
within a 50 foot buffer of
the access road to the

property

Proposed Plan Alternative
constructed in a way
that minimizes impacts
to natural and cultural

resources

e Any new roads will
be gated as needed to
prevent or limit public
vehicle access

e Utilities to non-Federal
property must be
co-located within a 50
foot buffer of the access
road to the property,
unless an exception
would reduce impacts
to natural and cultural
resources.

550

No similar action in existing
RMPs.

No similar action.

Allow for the construction of research and monitoring sites

in ROW exclusion areas as long as these facilities further
understanding and management of the purposes of the D-E

NCA.

Allow for the construction
of research and monitoring
sites in ROW exclusion areas
as long as these facilities
further understanding and
management of the purposes
of the D-E NCA.

551

No similar action in existing
RMPs. Proposals for new
developments are considered
on a case-by-case basis.

Any new communications
facilities must be
co-located at the existing
communications site in the
Delta County portion of the
D-E NCA.

Allow for the location of one new communications site within
ROW exclusion area of the Delta or Montrose County portion

of the D-E NCA. Locate this site to minimize impacts to
visual, natural and cultural resources.

Allow for the location of one
new communications site
within ROW exclusion area
of the Delta or Montrose
County portion of the D-E
NCA, only if a new location
is necessary for improved
communications coverage
and leads to equivalent

or better protection of
visual, natural and cultural
resources than co-location
would.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

552 |Manage the Ninemile Continue to manage Continue to manage in accordance with the Ninemile Hill Continue to manage
Hill communications site in accordance with communications site plan, except where limitations are in accordance with
in accordance with the the Ninemile Hill identified elsewhere in this plan. the Ninemile Hill
approved Ninemile Hill communications site communications site plan,
communications site plan. |plan with the following except where limitations are
modifications: identified elsewhere in this
plan.
e No new towers shall be
constructed
553 |No similar action in existing | Any new towers within the D-E NCA must Any new towers within the
RMPs. D-E NCA must be:
e Be self-supporting structures
e Self-supporting structures
e Have no night lighting
e No night lighting
e Not be constructed to a height greater than 100 feet
e No new towers to be
constructed to a height
greater than 100 feet
o Construct to repeat the
basic elements of form,
line, color, and texture
found in the predominant
natural features of the
adjacent landscape (see
row 314).
554 | Objective:No similar objective. No utility corridors would be designated.
555 |Manage two corridors for | No similar action. Manage one corridor for public utilities and other facilities | No similar action. No

public utilities and other
facilities, including:

o West-wide Energy
Corridor

o 1-5 miles
e Unaweep Canyon

o Telephone and small
electric lines

(926 acres):
e Unaweep Canyon
o Telephone/fiber optic and power lines.
o 1/4 mile on each side of the highway ROW.

o Any new facilities within the D-E NCA portion of the
corridor must be placed on wooden poles.

Note: Only that part of the West-wide Energy Corridor
that is within the NCA would be removed. That part of

utility corridors would be
designated.

Note: Only that part of the
West-wide Energy Corridor
that is within the NCA would
be removed. That part of the
West-wide Energy Corridor
that is outside the NCA
would remain unchanged.
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Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative C Alternative D
the West-wide Energy Corridor that is outside the NCA
would remain unchanged.

Alternative B

Proposed Plan Alternative

556 | Goal: Process land tenure adjustments to protect resource values, improve management, and reduce administration costs.

557 |Objective: Private lands, if |Objective: Continue to work with willing sellers to acquire non-Federal land within, and/or | Objective: Continue to
available, may be acquired |adjacent to, the Conservation Area boundary if the acquisition will contribute to achieving |work with willing sellers
in Management Unit 1 the goals and objectives for the purposes of the D-E NCA. to acquire non-Federal land
(68,362 acres within the D-E within, and/or adjacent
NCA) to improve livestock to, the Conservation Area
grazing management or to boundary if the acquisition
increase crucial deer and elk will contribute to achieving
winter range; Management the goals and objectives
Unit 9 (2,772 acres within for the purposes of the D-E
the D-E NCA) to improve NCA.
riparian management; and in
Management Unit 11(2,312
acres within the D-E NCA)
to increase waterfowl nesting
habitat (BLM 1989a).

Adjust public land patterns
to consolidate public land
for improved management
efficiency and to acquire
suitable private land with
special resource values
(BLM 1987).

558 | Acquire private land through | Acquire lands or interests in lands from willing sellers through exchanges, purchases, Acquire lands or interests
exchange whenever possible | easements or donations. in lands from willing
rather than through purchase sellers through exchanges,
by the BLM (BLM 1987). purchases, easements or

donations.

559 |Acquired lands or interests in lands would be managed consistent with the objectives of surrounding BLM-administered lands.
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Row

Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

559a | No similar action in existing RMPs. Any land acquired
by the BLM for the
Dominguez-Escalante
NCA will be managed
under the limited
classification criteria as
identified in 43 CFR
8342.1, limited to existing
roads and trails until a
site determination and
travel management plan
are completed for the
acquisition (43 CFR
8342.2).

560 |Objective: Resolve trespass or encroachment issues as they are identified and prioritized.

561 |Consider for exchange only |Consider land exchanges on a case-by-case basis in order to resolve trespass or encroachment | Consider land exchanges
private land that meets the |issues if the exchange is in the public interest. on a case-by-case basis in
acquisition criteria. This order to resolve trespass or
land lies within or adjacent encroachment issues if the
to large blocks of public exchange is in the public
land or has special resource interest.
values needed by the
BLM to improve resource
management (BLM 1987).

562 |No similar action in existing | Resolve trespass cases through termination of the unauthorized activity, legalizing the activity under an appropriate land
RMPs. Authorization of use authorization, or title transfer through land exchange, as appropriate.
rights-of-way are considered
on a case-by-case basis.

563 |Objective: Manage existing withdrawals in cooperation with the identified agency (e.g., BOR) until the withdrawals are revoked.

564 |No similar action in existing | Upon revocation of existing withdrawals, manage the lands consistent with the objectives of | Upon revocation of existing
RMPs. adjacent or comparable public lands within the D-E NCA. withdrawals, manage the

lands consistent with the
objectives of adjacent or
comparable public lands
within the D-E NCA.

565 Areas ¢ : onmental Co

566 | Goal: Protect the integrity of sensitive and/or unique areas within the D-E NCA through the designation of ACECs.

567 |Objective: Protect, and educate the public about, the unique and sensitive geological resources of the Gunnison Gravels area.
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Row Alternative A (No Action) Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Proposed Plan Alternative
568 |Manage 5 acres of the Un-designate the Gunnison Gravels ACEC. Manage the Gunnison Gravels | Same as Alternative D:
Gunnison Gravels site as an ACEC (15 acres) to protect
ACEC (Appendix M; Map evidence of unique geological | Manage the Gunnison
2-5a). processes (Appendix M; Map | Gravels ACEC (15 acres)
2-5d). to protect evidence of

unique geological processes
(Appendix M; Map 2-5p).

569 |Manage the Gunnison See geology section (row 4 |See geology section (row 4) |Prohibit surface-disturbing Prohibit surface-disturbing
Gravels ACEC with a of this matrix) for SSR. for SSR. activities within the Gunnison |activities within the
no-surface occupancy Gravels ACEC (see Appendix | Gunnison Gravels ACEC
stipulation (BLM 1987). B, Map 2-1d). (see Appendix B, Map

2—1p).

Construct a fence to exclude
motorized travel from the

ACEC.
570 |Close the area to mineral See geology section (row 1). Collection of rocks and Prohibit the collection of See geology section (row
materials sales or free use | minerals is prohibited throughout the D-E NCA (except for |rocks and minerals within the | 1).
permits (Gunnison Gravels |legitimate scientific uses or Native American spiritual or Gunnison Gravels ACEC. Do not issue permits for
Articles of Designation traditional uses, for which documentation is provided to the collection of rocks in the
1987). satisfaction of the responsible management official —see Gunnison Gravels except
D-E NCA Interim Management Plan (BLM 2010a). where collection is intended

for legitimate scientific
uses or Native American
spiritual or traditional
uses. For these exceptions,
applicants will acquire a
permit from the BLM by
providing documentation
to the satisfaction of the
responsible management

official.
571 |Manage the Gunnison See lands and realty section (row 544). Much of the D-E NCA will be managed as a See lands and realty section
Gravels RNA as unsuitable |right-of-way exclusion area. (row 544). Much of the D-E
for public utilities (BLM NCA will be managed as a
1987). right-of-way exclusion area.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

572 |Objective: Manage the Objective: No similar Objective: Same as Objective: Protect the unique | Objective: Protect the
Escalante Canyon ACEC to |objective Alternative A. and sensitive plant, fish and |unique and sensitive plant,
enhance management and wildlife resources of Escalante|fish and wildlife resources
protection of listed plant Canyon, while educating of Escalante Canyon, while
species and unique plant the public about the area’s educating the public about
associations, and to improve unique natural hazards, plants, | the area’s unique natural
the public’s awareness of the wildlife, fish, geological and |hazards, plants, wildlife,
recreational hazards of the cultural resources. fish, geological and cultural
Escalante potholes (BLM resources.
1989a).

573 |Manage 1,895 acres of Un-designate the Escalante |Manage 2,281 acres of Manage 11,202 acres of Manage 2,281 acres of
Escalante Canyon as an Canyon ACEC. Escalante Canyon as an ACEC|Escalante Canyon as an ACEC | Escalante Canyon as an
ACEC (Appendix M; Map (Appendix M; Map 2-5c¢). and watchable wildlife area | ACEC (Appendix M; Map
2-5a). (Appendix M; Map 2-5d). 2-5p).

574 |Livestock grazing will No similar action. Manage livestock grazing and active movement in the Manage livestock grazing
continue at current levels Escalante Canyon ACEC so as to protect unique and sensitive | in the Escalante Canyon
unless studies determine plant resources. ACEC so as to protect
threatened and endangered unique and sensitive plant
plant species and unique resources.
plant associations or their
potential habitats are being To protect riparian values
degraded (BLM 1989a). and unique and sensitive

plants, limit livestock use

in riparian areas along
Escalante Creek below forks
to active movement between
grazing areas (for more
detail, see Map 2-4p).

575 |Informational signs No similar action. Same as Alternative A. Informational signs
identifying potential identifying potential
recreational hazards will recreational hazards will
be provided (BLM 1989a). be provided (BLM 1989a).

576 |To prevent accidental No similar action. Same as Alternative A. To prevent accidental

destruction of listed
species and unique plant
associations, woodland
harvests will not be
permitted (BLM 1989a).

destruction of listed
species and unique plant
associations, woodland
harvests will not be
permitted (BLM 1989a).
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

577 |Manage the ACEC with No similar action. Prohibit surface-disturbing Apply SSR restrictions within | Apply SSR restrictions
a no surface occupancy activities within the ACEC  |the ACEC (see Appendix B, |within the ACEC (see
stipulation. Restrict (see Appendix B, Map 2-1c¢). |Map 2-2d ). Appendix B, Map2-2p).
surface-disturbing activities
(BLM 1989a).

578 |Close the area to See lands and realty section (row 544). Much of the D-E NCA will be managed as a Right |See lands and realty section
development of major of Way exclusion area. (row 544). Much of the D-E
utilities to prevent accidental NCA will be managed as a
destruction of listed Right of Way exclusion area.
species and unique plant
associations, and to maintain
its scenic qualities (BLM
1989a).

579 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Provide the public Provide the public with
RMPs. with outdoor classroom outdoor classroom

opportunities related to opportunities related to

the area’s unique and the area’s unique and
sensitive plants, wildlife, sensitive plants, wildlife,
fish, geological and cultural |fish, geological and cultural
resources. resources.

580 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Reduce, as much as Reduce, as much as
RMPs. practicable, barriers to fish and| practicable, barriers to

wildlife movement through  |fish and wildlife movement
Escalante Canyon. through Escalante Canyon.
580a | Camping is limited to No similar action. Prohibit camping in the Where the ACEC overlaps | Where the ACEC overlaps

designated areas (BLM
1989a).

ACEC.

the Escalante Canyon RMA,
designate campsites within
the RMA. Limit overnight
camping to designated
campsites (outside of
developed campgrounds).
(see recreation section, row
466).

the Escalante Canyon
RMA, designate campsites
within the RMA. Overnight
camping limited to
developed campgrounds
and designated campsites
(see recreation section, row
466).
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Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

580 | No similar action in Manage SRPs consistent | No similar action. No similar action. Manage SRPs consistent
b existing RMPs. Permit with SRMA, ACEC, with SRMA, ACEC,
applications are assessed on | and Watchable Wildlife and Watchable Wildlife
a case-by-case basis. objectives. No Vending or objectives. No Vending or
Competitive SRPs will be Competitive SRPs will be
issued. Low and medium issued. Low and medium
impact Commercial and impact Commercial and
Organized Group SRPs will Organized Group SRPs will
be issued (see recreation be issued (see recreation
section, Lines 468—473). section, Lines 468—473).
581 |Objective: Protect the unique and sensitive paleontological and rare plant resources within the Gibbler Mountain area.
582 |No similar action (no No similar action (no No similar action (no Designate 1,310 acres within | Designate 1,310 acres
designation) in existing designation). designation). the Gibbler Mountain area as | within the Gibbler
RMPs. an ACEC (Appendix M; Map | Mountain area as an ACEC
2-5d). (Appendix M; Map 2-5p).
583 | See similar action on row |See similar action on row See similar action on row Prohibit surface-disturbing Prohibit surface-disturbing
152 for BLM sensitive 152 for BLM sensitive plants| 152 for BLM sensitive plants |activities within 100 meters | activities within 100 meters
plants throughout the NCA: | throughout the NCA: Apply | throughout the NCA: Apply |of known, significant of known, significant
Promote BLM sensitive SSR restrictions within SSR restrictions within paleontological sites and paleontological sites and
plant conservation and 100 meters (328 feet) of 100 meters (328 feet) of within 200 meters of BLM within 100 meters of BLM
reduce the likelihood and |known occurrences of BLM | known occurrences of BLM |sensitive plant occurrences in | sensitive plant occurrences
need for species to be listed |sensitive plant species (see | sensitive plant species (see | the Gibbler Mountain ACEC | in the Gibbler Mountain
pursuant to the ESA (BLM | Appendix B, Map 2-2b ). Appendix B, Map 2-2c¢). (see Appendix B, Map 2-1d). | ACEC (see Appendix B,
2008d). Map 2-1p).
See row 7 for general See row 7 for general See row 7 for general
See row 7 for general paleontological resource paleontological resource paleontological resource
paleontological resource protection throughout the  |protection throughout the protection throughout the
protection throughout the |NCA. NCA. NCA.
NCA.
584 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Reduce, as much as Same as Alternative D:
RMPs. practicable, route density
within 200 meters of BLM | Reduce, as much as
sensitive plant occurrences in |practicable, route density
the Gibbler Mountain ACEC. |within 200 meters of BLM
sensitive plant occurrences
in the Gibbler Mountain
ACEC.
585 |Objective: Protect the unique and sensitive rare plant, fish and wildlife and paleontological resources of the Gunnison River area.
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Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Row Alternative A (No Action)

Proposed Plan Alternative

586 |No similar action (no No similar action (no No similar action (no Designate 17,316 acres along |No similar action (no
designation) in existing designation). designation). the Gunnison River as an designation).
RMPs. ACEC (Appendix M; Map

2-5d).

587 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Prohibit surface-disturbing No similar action.

RMPs. activities within the Gunnison | (see Appendix B, Map
River ACEC (see Appendix | 2—1p)
B, Map 2-1d)

588 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Manage livestock grazing No similar action.

RMPs. and active movement in the
Gunnison River ACEC so as
to protect unique and sensitive
plant and wildlife resources.

589 | No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Manage the hydrological No similar action.

RMPs. and riparian resources of
the Gunnison River so as to
promote delisting of federally
listed fish species.

590 |No similar action in existing | See row 145 for comparable | See row 145 for comparable |Reduce, as much as See row 154 for comparable
RMPs. NCA-wide restriction for NCA-wide restriction for practicable, route density NCA-wide restriction for

Colorado hookless cactus. | Colorado hookless cactus. within 200 meters of Colorado|Colorado hookless cactus.
hookless cactus.

591 |Objective: Protect the unique and sensitive rare plants and paleontological resources on the benches and slopes above the Gunnison River.

592 |No similar action (no No similar action (no Designate 4,916 acres as the |No similar action (no Designate 5,405 acres as
designation) in existing designation). River Rims ACEC (Appendix | designation). the River Rims ACEC
RMPs. M; Map 2-5¢). (Appendix M; Map 2-5p).

593 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Prohibit surface-disturbing No similar action. Prohibit surface-disturbing
RMPs. activities within the River activities within the River

Rims ACEC (see Appendix B, Rims ACEC (see Appendix
Map 2-1c¢). B, Map 2-1p).
594 | No similar action in existing | No similar action. Manage livestock grazing and | No similar action. Manage livestock grazing

RMPs.

active movement in the River
Rims ACEC so as to protect
unique and sensitive plant
resources.

and active movement in the
River Rims ACEC so as to
protect unique and sensitive

plant resources.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

595 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Prohibit commercial, No similar action. Prohibit competitive special
RMPs. organized group and recreation permits in the
competitive special recreation River Rims ACEC. Allow
permits in the River low impact commercial and
Rims ACEC (exception: organized group special
river-related permits). recreation permits.
Commercial river outfitters
would not be allowed to
camp in the ACEC, but
they could float through the
ACEC.
596 | No similar action in existing | See row 145 for comparable | Close all BLM routes to the |See row 154 for comparable | Close BLM routes to the
RMPs. NCA-wide action. public within 200 meters NCA-wide restriction for public within 200 meters
of Colorado hookless listed species. of Colorado hookless
cactus (does not cover cactus (does not include
county-maintained roads and county-maintained roads)
administrative use). except the minimum
necessary to provide public
access to the Gunnison
River and administrative
access. If occurrences
are identified in the future
that conflict with route
designations, consider
reroutes to avoid cactus.
597 |Objective: Protect the unique and sensitive rare plants and vegetative communities of Big Dominguez Canyon
598 |No similar action (no No similar action (no Designate 5,626 acres within |No similar action (no No similar action (no
designation) in existing designation). Big Dominguez Canyon as | designation). designation).
RMPs. an ACEC (Appendix M; Map
2-5¢).
599 | No similar action in existing | No similar action. Manage livestock grazing and | No similar action. No similar action.

RMPs.

active movement in the Big
Dominguez Canyon ACEC
so as to protect unique and
sensitive rare plants and
vegetative communities.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)
600

Alternative C
Minimize impacts to rare
plants and vegetative

Alternative B
No similar action in existing | No similar action.

communities from recreation
use through route designation
and group size limitations in

this area.
National Historic Trails

Alternative D
No similar action.

Proposed Plan Alternative
No similar action.

objective in existing RMPs. |objective objective

Outcome Objective: within
five years, and continuing
throughout the life of

the plan, participants

in visitor/community
assessments report an average
4.0 realization of the following
targeted experience and
benefit outcomes. (4.0 on a
probability scale where: 1 =
Not at all realized to 5 = totally
realized).

1. Learning more about the
area, connecting with
the experiences of those

602 | Goal: Safeguard the nature and purposes of the congressionally designated Old Spanish NHT, which are to afford the public the opportunity to connect
to the trail resources and the trail story.
603 |Objective: No similar Objective: Manage the Old Spanish NHT Management Objective: Manage the Old |Objective: Manage
objective in existing RMPs. |Corridor for auto-tour (along Highway 50 and Spanish NHT Management |the Old Spanish NHT
county-maintained roads) interpretive opportunities. Corridor targeting heritage Management Corridor for
tourists and tourism service |auto-tour (along designated
providers that seek the routes, Highway 50 and
recreational outcomes county-maintained roads)
described below. Target interpretive opportunities.
the following activities: auto
touring, hiking, horseback
riding, and mountain
bicycling.
See Appendix L for details
on recreation settings in this
recreation area.
604 |Objective: No similar Objective: No similar Objective: No similar Objective: Recreation Objective: No similar

objective.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D

who traveled through
the area in the past,
enjoying frequent access
to community-based

recreation feature

2. Increased appreciation
of the area's cultural
history, living a more
outdoor-oriented
lifestyle

3. Sustainability of the
community's cultural
heritage, maintenance/
preservation of
distinctive community
atmosphere, improved
local recreation-tourism
economy

4. Greater support for
protection of cultural
and heritage resources,
increased awareness and
protection of recreation
resources

Proposed Plan Alternative

605 |Objective: No similar Objective: Maximize opportunities for shared Old Spanish NHT stewardship. Objective: Maximize
objective in existing RMPs. opportunities for shared Old
Spanish NHT stewardship.
606 |Objective: No similar Objective: Reduce the potential for uses that substantially interfere with the nature and Objective: Reduce the

objective in existing RMPs.

purposes of the Old Spanish NHT.

potential for uses that
substantially interfere with
the nature and purposes of
the Old Spanish NHT.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

607 |Objective: No similar Objective: Mitigate the impacts of activities that are Objective: Avoid activities | Objective: Mitigate
objective in existing RMPs. |incompatible with the purposes for which the Old Spanish |that are incompatible with the | impacts of or avoid
NHT was established. purposes for which the Old | activities that are
Spanish NHT was established. | incompatible with the
purposes for which the
Old Spanish NHT was
established.
608 |Objective: No similar Objective: Identify and protect the historic route and Objective: Identify and Objective: Identify and
objective in existing RMPs. |historic remnants and artifacts of the Old Spanish NHT for |manage the historic route and |protect the historic route
their scientific and educational value. historic remnants and artifacts | and historic remnants and
of the Old Spanish NHT for |artifacts of the Old Spanish
public use, enjoyment, and  |NHT for their scientific and
vicarious trail experiences. educational value.
609 |Objective: No similar Objective: Identify and manage high potential historic sites or high potential route Objective: Identify and
objective in existing RMPs. |segments, including any additional recommended Federal Protection Components manage high potential
historic sites or high
potential route segments,
including any additional
recommended Federal
Protection Components.
610 |No similar action in existing | Establish a national trail management corridor comprised of 23,131 acres in the D-E NCA to | Establish a national trail
RMPs. be called the Old Spanish NHT Management Corridor (Map 2—17). management corridor
comprised of 23,131 acres
in the D-E NCA to be
called the Old Spanish NHT
Management Corridor (Map
2—-17p).
611 |No similar action in existing | Designate the trail corridor VRM II (Exception: allow Designate the trail corridor | Designate the trail corridor

RMPs.

construction of facilities that support interpretive
opportunities).

VRM I (Exception: allow
construction of facilities
that support retracement and
interpretive opportunities).

VRM II
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

612 | No similar action in existing | Manage the trail management corridor as ROW exclusion |Manage the trail management | Manage the trail
RMPs. (Map 2—14b): corridor as ROW avoidance | management corridor
(Map 2-144d). as ROW exclusion (Map
2—14p), with the exception
of a 75—foot buffer from
the edge of the south-bound
lane of Highway 50 within
the corridor managed as
ROW avoidance. Apply
special stipulations and
mitigation measures to
this area to protect NHT
resources (see Appendix B,
Map 2-2p).
613 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. With partners (e.g., No similar action.
RMPs. local governments, trail
organizations, user groups,
service providers, tourism
councils, etc.), design and
construct a non-motorized
trail to provide retracement
opportunities within the trail
corridor.
614 |No similar action in existing | Close redundant and Close and rehab redundant and dead-end routes to improve the| Close and potentially
RMPs. dead-end routes to improve |naturalness of the trail management corridor setting. rehab routes to improve
the naturalness of the the naturalness of the
trail management corridor trail management corridor
setting. setting.
615 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. Designate BLM routes within the trail management corridor |No similar action.
RMPs. to reduce the sights and sound of motorized travel.
616 |No similar action in existing | With partners (e.g., local governments, trail organizations, user groups, service providers, |With partners (e.g.,
RMPs. tourism councils, etc.), develop auto-tour interpretive opportunities (e.g., roadside kiosks, |[local governments, trail
brochures, etc.). organizations, user groups,
service providers, tourism
councils, etc.), develop
auto-tour interpretive
opportunities (e.g., roadside
kiosks, brochures, etc.).
617 Wild and Scenic Rivers
618 | Goal: Protect the wild and scenic river values within the D-E NCA.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative
Objective: Manage rivers and creeks found suitable for WSR designation to protect their free-flowing condition, outstandingly remarkable values
(ORVs), water quality, and tentative classification, as identified in the suitability report in the final record of decision.

910C aunf
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Do not make a final
suitability determination
for all eligible rivers and
creeks. Continue to manage
the following rivers and
creeks as eligible for WSR
designation:

e Gunnison River Segment
3 (17.48 miles).
Tentative classification:
Recreational

e Gunnison River
Segment 1 (15.73 miles)
Tentative classification:
Recreational

e Big Dominguez Creek
Segment 1 (15.86 miles)
Tentative classification:
Wild

e Big Dominguez Creek
Segment 2 (0.78 miles)
Tentative classification:
Scenic

e Little Dominguez Creek
Segment 1 (13.14 miles)
Tentative classification:
Wild

e Little Dominguez Creek
Segment 2 (2.45 miles)
Tentative classification:
Scenic

Manage the following
river/creek segments

as suitable for WSR
designation (9,027 acres,
Map 2-15b):

e Gunnison River Segment
1, Scenic classification
(3,355 acres; 11.9 miles)

e Gunnison River
Segment 3, Recreational
classification (1,944
acres; 7.5 miles)

e Cottonwood Creek, Wild
classification (3,728
acres; 14.1 miles)

Release all other eligible
rivers and creeks from WSR
suitability consideration.

Manage all river and creek
segments found eligible for
WSR designation as suitable
for WSR designation, under
the classification identified
in the BLM’s summary
eligibility report (26,026
acres, Map 2—15c).

Release all river and creek
segments found eligible
for WSR designation from
suitability and eligibility
consideration (Map 2—15d).

Manage the following
river/creek segment

as suitable for WSR
designation (Map 2—15p):

o Cottonwood Creek, Wild
Classification (3,728
acres)

Release all other eligible
rivers and creeks from
further WSR studies.

See Wild and Scenic

River Suitability Report
(Appendix O).

Note: The BLM
determination that
Cottonwood Creek

is suitable is a
preliminary administrative
determination subject to
further review by the

U.S. Department of the
Interior. At this time, the
BLM will not forward

this determination to the
Secretary, Congress, or the
President for further review
and action. If the BLM is
able to obtain an alternative
form of flow protection

to support the vegetation
outstandingly remarkable
value (ORV), the BLM will
recommend that action not
be taken on the suitability
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Alternative A (No Action)

e Rose Creek (4.1 miles)
Tentative classification:
Wild

e Escalante Creek Segment
1 (8.45 miles) Tentative
classification: Scenic

e Escalante Creek
Segment 2 (8.48 miles)
Tentative classification:
Recreational

e Cottonwood Creek
(18.27 miles)Tentative
classification: Scenic

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative
determination and will
change the determination
to “not suitable” during
the next available land use
plan amendment process.
Limits on allowable uses as
directed in the National
Conservation Area
designation legislation,

as well as management
actions designed to protect
riparian vegetation (see
Lines 73—89) are sufficient
to address land uses that
may threaten the vegetation
ORV.

621

Approve no actions altering
the free-flowing condition
of eligible stream segments
through impoundments,
channeling, or rip-rapping.

Approve no actions altering the free-flowing condition
of suitable stream segments through impoundments,

channeling, or rip-rapping.

No similar action.

Approve no actions altering
the free-flowing condition of
suitable stream segments.

No similar action.

Approve no actions that

(444

622 | Approve no actions that Approve no actions that would measurably diminish a

would measurably diminish |stream segment’s identified ORV's and approve no actions
a stream segment’s identified | that would modify the setting or level of development of
ORVs and approve no a suitable river segment to a degree that would change its

would measurably diminish
a stream segment’s identified
ORVs.  Approve no

actions that would modify
the setting or level of
development of an eligible
river segment to a degree that
would change its tentative

tentative classification.

actions that would allow
modification of the setting of
a suitable river segment to a
degree that would change its
tentative classification.

910¢ auny

classification.
623 | No similar action in existing | Seek measures to enhance the ORVs and free-flowing
RMPs. condition of suitable segments.

Implement measures
designed to enhance the
ORVs, water quality, and
free-flowing condition of
suitable segments.

624 |If Congress designates wild and scenic rivers in the D-E NCA, take additional measures to protect each segment’s ORVs, free-flowing condition and
water quality until a comprehensive river management plan is completed for the WSRs.

625 Wilderness Study Areas

626 | Goal: Preserve the wilderness character of remaining wilderness study areas.

No similar action.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

627 |Objective: Preserve wilderness characteristics in WSAs in accordance with non-impairment standards as defined in BLM Manual 6330—Management
of Wilderness Study Areas (BLM 2012¢), until Congress either designates these lands as wilderness or releases them for other purposes.
628 |If the WSA (3,032 acres, If the WSA (3,032 acres, Same as Alternative A. If the WSA (3,032 acres,
Map 3-36) is released Map 3-36) is released by Map 3-36) is released
by Congress, manage Congress, preserve any by Congress, manage
the released WSA lands inventoried wilderness the released WSA lands
for consistency with characteristics. for consistency with
management of adjacent management of adjacent
lands outside the Dominguez lands outside the Dominguez
Canyon Wilderness. Canyon Wilderness.
In the interim, manage the
WSA to preserve wilderness
characteristics in accordance
with non-impairment
standards. See Scenic
Resources (row 310) for
more specific guidance.
628a | No similar action. No similar action. In the response to
wildfire, use Minimum
Impact Suppression
Tactics (MIST) to limit
impact to wilderness
characteristic. Only
allow ground-disturbing
mechanical tactics (e.g.,
bulldozers) if life and/or
roperty is threatened.
629 atchable e Ares
630 | Goal: Designate watchable wildlife areas in areas with exceptional opportunities for the public to view wildlife.
631 |Objective: Manage watchable wildlife areas to provide for public wildlife viewing and wildlife-related interpretation and education.
632 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Designate the following area |Designate the following area
RMPs. as a Watchable Wildlife Area |asa Watchable Wildlife Area
(Map 2-16d): Escalante (Map 2-16p): Escalante
Canyon (11,202 acres) Canyon (11,202 acres)
633 | No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Identify opportunities for Identify opportunities for

RMPs.

interpretation and education
(outdoor classroom) related to
wildlife in Escalante Canyon.

interpretation and education
(outdoor classroom) related
to wildlife in Escalante
Canyon.
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Row Alternative A (No Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan Alternative

634 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Where feasible, complete Where feasible,

RMPs. wildlife habitat improvements | complete wildlife habitat
to enhance fish/wildlife improvements to enhance
viewing opportunities, while |fish/wildlife viewing
maintaining protection of opportunities, while
fish/wildlife. maintaining protection

of fish/wildlife.
635 |No similar action in existing | No similar action. No similar action. Provide facilities such as Provide facilities such

RMPs.

informational and interpretive

signs, designated trail systems,

and restrooms, as needed

to provide enhanced visitor
use, enjoyment, and safety.
Provide adequate protection

(e.g., signing, use stipulations,

barricades, fences) as needed

to protect sensitive species and

their habitats.

as informational and
interpretive signs,
designated trail systems,
and restrooms, as needed
to provide enhanced
visitor use, enjoyment, and
safety. Provide adequate
protection (e.g., signing,
use stipulations, barricades,
fences) as needed to protect
sensitive species and their
habitats.
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Table 2.4 below provides a brief comparative summary of the environmental impacts associated
with the proposed alternatives fully described in Chapter 4. The purpose of Chapter 4 is to
analyze the impacts of proposed resource management decisions on other relevant resources.
Each resource described could be affected by proposed resource management decisions. The
table is organized by the affected resource in the grey horizontal header. Section citations are
listed for easy reference to Chapter 4.

Table 2.4. Impact Summary Table

Alternative A (No

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Proposed Plan

Action)

Geological and Paleontological Resources (Section 4.3.1)

Alternative

Alternative A meets
agency requirements
for the protection
of paleontological
resources.
Outstanding geologic
features have no
specific management
actions under
Alternative A;
therefore, their
protection would
only result indirectly
from application of
protective measures
in other resource
programs. Because
recreation under
Alternative A
would be dispersed
throughout the D-E
NCA, the risk for
adverse impacts
through unmitigated
damage to resources
is highest under this
alternative.

June 2016

Management direction
under Alternative

B has more
protective actions
than Alternative A,
including specific
direction to restrict
or prohibit uses
impacting outstanding
geologic features,
prohibition of uses

in sensitive geologic
areas, prohibition of
permanent climbing
anchors, and a
prioritized monitoring
program for surficial
paleontological sites.
All of these measures
would avoid or reduce
adverse impacts,
such as damage to
scientifically valuable
paleontological
resources or
outstanding geologic
features, or the loss
of paleontological
resources by
vandalism and
unlawful collecting
(poaching). On the
other hand, with an
emphasis on natural
processes and less on
active management,
the BLM’s ability to
proactively protect
resources could be
limited.

Alternative C would
have similar impacts
as Alternative B but
would emphasize
active management of
biological and cultural
resources, which
would provide more
incidental protection
to paleontological
resources and
outstanding geologic
features through
restrictions on
surface-disturbing
activities. Alternative
C would also include
more extensive
paleontological
pre-construction
survey requirements
to PFYC Class 3 areas
in addition to PFYC
Class 4 and 5 areas.
This would result

in approximately
204,300 acres that
could be surveyed
for resources
(approximately

94 percent of the
entire D-E NCA).

In addition, 10% of
PFYC Class 4 and

5 areas would be
inventoried. These
actions would likely
lead to discovering
many more localities
than are currently
known, further
expanding the
scientific record for

Alternative D would
have the same types of]
impacts as described
for Alternative

B. However,
management
direction would
allow recreational
(non-permitted)
collecting of common
invertebrate and
plant fossils that
would result in
adverse impacts
through an unknown
amount of collection
and possible loss

of scientific data.
Alternative D would
require that only 5
percent of PFYC
Class 4 and 5 areas be
inventoried, reducing
the opportunities

for new discoveries
from Alternative C.
More areas would be
managed as SRMAs
or ERMASs under
Alternative D than
Alternatives A, B,

or C, concentrating
recreation in these
areas. Increased
recreation in

these areas could
lead to more
surface-disturbance
and risk of vandalism;
however, because
these risks occur in a
concentrated area, the
BLM is better able to

Management in

the Proposed Plan
Alternative would

be similar to that

in Alternative C,
although only those
Class 3 areas likely to
contain high potential
for scientifically
significant

fossils would be
surveyed prior to
bedrock-disturbing
construction. Like
Alternative C, this
would likely lead

to discovering more
localities than are
currently known,
providing beneficial
impacts by further
expanding the
scientific record for
the area. The BLM
would also aim to
inventory 10 percent
of PFYC Class 4 and
S areas over the life of
the plan, with similar
beneficial impacts to
the resource and to
scientific knowledge
as under Alternative
C. The Proposed Plan
Alternative would
manage the most
acres as ERMAs or
SRMAs, resulting

in similar impacts to
Alternative D but over
a greater area.

Chapter 2 Alternatives
Summary of Impacts
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Alternative A (No

Alternative B

Alternative C

Dominguez-Escalante National
Conservation Area Proposed RMP

Alternative D

and Final EIS

Proposed Plan
Alternative

Action)

the area and yielding
beneficial impacts to
the resource.

manage recreation to
minimize the potential
for damage.

Priority Spec

ies and Vegetation (Section 4.3.2.1)

Under Alternative

A, the current trends
in priority species
and vegetation would
continue due to the
lack of comprehensive
planning for all
biological resources.
In general, vegetation
would be managed
in accordance with
regulations and policy.
The greatest adverse
impacts on vegetation
would likely occur
from recreation,
livestock grazing and
motorized vehicle use,
as these would affect
the largest acreage
within the decision
area. Overall,
pinyon-juniper
woodlands would

be most affected by
these management
programs, since it has
the greatest acreage
within the decision
area. However,
when considering
the proportion

of vegetation
communities

that would be
affected, sagebrush
shrubland and

desert shrub/saltbush
communities would
likely sustain the
greatest impacts from
BLM management.
The greatest
protections from
adverse impacts

for vegetation

would occur

from management
for ACECs and

the Dominguez
Canyon Wilderness.
Pinyon-juniper

Chapter 2 Alternatives
Summary of Impacts

Use of the process
described in Appendix
A as a systematic
approach for resource
management under
Alternative B would
improve management
for priority species
and vegetation.
Adverse impacts
from resource uses
would be reduced,

as the BLM would
implement the most
stringent restrictions
on surface-disturbing
activities (e.g.,
restrictions on
livestock grazing

in desert shrub
communities).
However, lack of
active management
under Alternative B
would prevent the
beneficial impacts

of movement toward
desired trends for
many indicators

that would require
vegetation or weed
treatments to improve.
As a result, many
current trends in
priority habitat

and vegetation
communities would
likely continue.

The greatest adverse
impacts on vegetation
would likely occur
from use of unplanned
ignitions, recreation
management,
livestock grazing, and
along routes open to
motorized vehicle use,
as these would affect
the largest acreage
within the planning
area. Overall,

Under Alternative

C, the BLM would
focus on resource
protection, similarly
to under Alternative
B, but would add
beneficial impacts
from a focus on
active management of
resources. Alternative
C would have the
most ambitious
priority habitat
objectives and would
have the greatest
beneficial impact of
all alternatives in
improving vegetation
conditions and priority
habitat ratings.

The greatest adverse
impacts on vegetation
would occur as a
result of recreation
management, in areas
open to grazing, and
along routes open to
motorized vehicle use,
as these would affect
the largest acreage
within the planning
area. Overall,
pinyon-juniper
woodlands would

be most affected by
these management
programs, since it has
the greatest acreage
within the decision
area. However,
when considering
the proportion

of vegetation
communities that
would be affected,
sagebrush shrubland
and mountain

shrub vegetation
communities would
likely sustain the
greatest impacts from

Alternative D would
have a similar
management strategy
as Alternative C,
using restrictions on
surface-disturbing
activities and active
management to
improve vegetation
conditions, although
at a slower rate and
lower objective rating
(e.g., “good” vs.
“very good”) than
under Alternative

C. However, there
would be an
increased focus on
providing recreation
opportunities. There
would likely be
beneficial impacts
from improvement
of priority habitat
indicators, although
at a slower rate than
under Alternative C.

The management
programs causing
the greatest adverse
impacts on vegetation
would likely

be similar to

those described

for Alternative

C. Overall,
pinyon-juniper
woodlands would
be most affected by
these management
programs, since it has
the greatest acreage
within the decision
area. However,
when considering
the proportion

of vegetation
communities

that would be
affected, desert
shrub/saltbush and

Management under
the Proposed

Plan Alternative
would have fewer
restrictions and less
aggressive priority
habitat objectives
than under Alternative
C but more than
under Alternative D.
Recreation would be a
focus but not as much
as under Alternative
D. As aresult, adverse
and beneficial impacts
on priority species and
vegetation would fall
somewhere between
the two alternatives
(Alternatives C and
D).

The management
programs causing
the greatest adverse
impacts on vegetation
would likely

be similar to

those described

for Alternative

C. Overall,
pinyon-juniper
woodlands would

be most affected by
these management
programs, since it has
the greatest acreage
within the decision
area. However,
when considering
the proportion

of vegetation
communities that
would be affected,
sagebrush shrubland
and mountain shrub
communities would
likely sustain the
greatest impacts from
BLM management.
The management
programs affording

June 2016
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Alternative A (No

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

227

Proposed Plan
Alternative

Action)
and riparian
communities would
receive the greatest
protections from
these management
designations.

pinyon-juniper
woodlands would

be most affected by
these management
programs, since it has
the greatest acreage
within the decision
area. However,
when considering
the proportion

of vegetation
communities that
would be affected,
sagebrush shrubland
and mountain shrub
communities would
likely sustain the
greatest impacts
from proposed BLM
management. The
greatest protections
from adverse impacts
for vegetation
would occur from
management for
wilderness and
biological resources,
as well as prohibitions
on surface-disturbing
activities on 107,740
acres. Pinyon-juniper,
ponderosa pine,

and riparian
vegetation would
receive the greatest
protections from
these management
programs.

BLM management.
The greatest
protections from
adverse impacts
for vegetation
would occur from
management for
wilderness, ACECs,
and biological
resources, as well
as prohibitions on
surface-disturbing
activities on 86,876
acres. Pinyon-juniper,
desert shrub/saltbush,
ponderosa pine,
and riparian
vegetation would
receive the greatest
protections from
these management
programs.

sagebrush shrubland
communities would
likely sustain the
greatest impacts from
BLM management.
The management
programs affording
the greatest
protections for
vegetation would
be similar to

those described

for Alternative C.
Pinyon-juniper,
desert shrub/saltbush,
and riparian
vegetation would
receive the greatest
protections from
these management
programs.

the greatest
protections from
adverse impacts
for vegetation
would be similar
to those described
for Alternative C.
Pinyon-juniper,
desert shrub/saltbush,
and riparian
vegetation would
receive the greatest
protections from
these management
programs.

Special Status Species and Natural Communities (Section 4.3.2.2)

Impacts from BLM management under each alternative would be directly related to impacts described for priority
species and vegetation, and the magnitude of impacts on special status species would depend on the acreage of
habitats that would be affected and the specific locations of proposed activities. In general, the greatest adverse
impacts on special status species would occur from Alternative A due to the lack of comprehensive planning.

Alternative B would implement many restrictions that are not in Alternatives C, D, or the Proposed Plan Alternative.
However, restrictions on habitat treatments in Alternative B would limit the BLM’s control over how quickly
improvements and beneficial impacts occur. Alternatives C, D, and the Proposed Plan Alternative would incorporate
restrictions on activities that would disturb special status species and their habitats, as well as active management to
improve habitats. Ratings would improve under these alternatives, although at different rates. Alternative C would
likely provide the greatest beneficial impacts to special status species, followed by the Proposed Plan Alternative
and then Alternatives B and D. However, Alternative B would result in the least adverse impact on desert bighorn
sheep due to the removal of domestic sheep grazing from the D-E NCA.

Non-Special Status Fish and Wildlife (Section 4.3.2.3)

Chapter 2 Alternatives

June 2016 Summary of Impacts
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Alternative A (No

Alternative B

Alternative C

Dominguez-Escalante National
Conservation Area Proposed RMP

Alternative D

and Final EIS

Proposed Plan
Alternative

Action)

Impacts from BLM management under each alternative would be directly related to impacts described for priority
species and vegetation, and the magnitude of impacts on fish and wildlife would depend on the acreage of habitats
that would be affected. In general, the greatest adverse impacts on fish and wildlife would occur from Alternatives
A and B, due to the lack of comprehensive planning in Alternative A and the lack of active management for
resources in Alternative B. Under both of these alternatives, current trends would continue. Alternatives C, D, and
the Proposed Plan Alternative would incorporate restrictions on activities that would disturb fish and wildlife and
their habitats, as well as active management to improve habitats and provide beneficial impacts. Ratings would
improve under these alternatives, although at different rates. Alternative C would likely provide the greatest
beneficial impacts for fish and wildlife, followed by the Proposed Plan Alternative and then Alternative D.

Noxious and Invasive Weeds (Section 4.3.2.4)

Under Alternative A,
the current trends of
noxious and invasive
weeds would continue
due to the lack

of comprehensive
planning for all
biological resources.
In general, weeds
would be managed

in accordance with
regulations and policy
only.

Use of the process
described in Appendix
A as a systematic
approach for resource
management under
Alternative B would
improve management
for noxious and
invasive weeds and
provide beneficial
impacts to the
noxious and invasive
weeds program.
Adverse impacts
from resource uses
would be reduced,

as the BLM would
implement the most
stringent restrictions
on surface-disturbing
activities. However,
lack of active
management under
Alternative B would
prevent long-term
reductions in noxious
and invasive weed
cover. As a result,
current noxious and
invasive weed trends
would likely continue.

Under Alternative

C, the BLM would
focus on resource
protection, similarly
to under Alternative
B, although would add
active management of
resources. It would
have the greatest
beneficial impact of
all alternatives in
reducing noxious and
invasive weeds and
preventing weed
introduction and
spread.

Alternative D

would use a similar
management strategy
as Alternative C,
using restrictions on
surface-disturbing
activities and active
management to reduce
noxious and invasive
weeds and provide
beneficial impacts.
However, weed
objectives would

be less ambitious than
under Alternative

C and there would

be more miles of
routes open to public
use. As a result,
although there would
likely be an overall
reduction in noxious
and invasive weeds,
it would occur at a
slower rate than under
Alternative C. The
management program
causing the greatest
adverse impacts in
spreading/maintaining
noxious and invasive
weeds would likely
be transportation and
travel management.

Management under
the Proposed

Plan Alternative
would have fewer
restrictions and less
aggressive priority
habitat objectives
than under Alternative
C but more than
under Alternative
D. As a result,
both the reduction
and the spread of
weeds would fall
somewhere between
the two alternatives.
The management
programs causing
the greatest adverse
impacts in spreading/
maintaining noxious
and invasive weeds
would likely be
transportation and
travel management.

Fire and Fuels (Section 4.3.2.5)

Chapter 2 Alternatives
Summary of Impacts
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Current management
under Alternative
A would limit
the fire and fuel
program’s ability
to mitigate against
unplanned, damaging
fires, because
this alternative
emphasizes full
suppression on the
portion of the decision
area previously
managed as part of
the Grand Junction
Field Office and
because only a limited
number of hazardous
fuel projects have
occurred in higher
elevations on the
northwest portion of
the decision area. This
would lead to adverse
impacts for fire and
fuels.

Under Alternative B,
the overall impact
would be a decrease
in the fire and fuel
program’s flexibility
and efficiency in
mitigating against
unplanned, damaging
fires, because
Alternative B would
only allow minimal
manipulation of fire
and fuels and would
prohibit vegetation
treatments. This
could lead to adverse
impacts by limiting
agency responses to
unplanned wildland
fire. Also, the

lack of post-fire
rehabilitation under
this alternative could
lead to significant
cheatgrass (Bromus
tectorum) conversion
issues as described
under Priority Habitat
and Vegetation. This
would lead to adverse
impacts by moving
FRCC away from
the natural range of
variability

Alternatives C and D, despite allowing
unplanned ignitions for multiple objectives
(including resource benefit) on fewer acres
(182,420 and 169,893 acres, respectively),
would emphasize a suite of fuel treatments
(mechanical, chemical, and biological)
and would provide the most management
flexibility of any alternatives, resulting

in reduced large fire costs and beneficial

impacts.

The Proposed Plan
Alternative proposes
the same management
flexibility and
efficiency in
mitigating against
unplanned, damaging
fires as under
Alternatives C and
D. In addition,

the Proposed Plan
Alternative, by
allowing natural
unplanned ignitions
to be managed for
multiple objectives
within the largest
area of the NCA in
comparison to other
alternatives (208,568
acres), would result in
the highest potential
to a) limit future
large fire costs and
b) enable fire to play
a critical role in the
ecosystem.

Soils and

Water Quality (Section 4.3.2.6)

Under Alternative A,
adverse impacts on
soils and water would
persist as-is due to
the continuation of
current management
actions. The greatest
adverse impacts on
soils and water would
be from livestock
grazing, recreation,
and motorized vehicle
use. The continuing
management of
ACECs would help
protect soil and water
resources and yield
beneficial impacts.
However, the other
alternatives would
most likely provide
greater protection
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The lack of active
management under
Alternative B would
limit damages to
soils and water

but would also
limit rehabilitation
actions that could
improve conditions.
Under Alternative
B, the exclusion of
livestock grazing
from riparian areas
along with opening
the fewest acres

for grazing would
allow for greater
beneficial impacts
to soils and water.
The protection of
lands with wilderness
characteristics would

Alternative C would
provide the most
beneficial impacts
to soil and water
resources due

to its ambitious
biological objectives
and emphasis on
restoration using an
active management
approach. Livestock
grazing would be
intensively managed
to help move
toward “very good”
conditions as defined
for priority species
and vegetation and
recreation would
have little adverse
impact on soils and

Under Alternative

D, the most acres
would be managed as
SRMAs and the most
acres would be open
to livestock grazing,
which could adversely
impact the largest area
of soils and vegetation
and, therefore, water
resources. Alternative
D also contains active
management actions
for rehabilitating
environmental
conditions that
influence water
resources and
providing beneficial
impacts, although

The management
objectives for
biological resources
in the Proposed Plan
Alternative would be
less ambitious than
Alternative C but
would likely provide
more beneficial
impacts to soil and
water resources than
Alternatives A, B,
and D because of the
suite of management
actions aimed at
improving indicator
ratings found in
Appendix A. The
protection of some
lands with wilderness
characteristics would
have a beneficial

Chapter 2 Alternatives
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Alternative A (No

Alternative B

Alternative C

Dominguez-Escalante National
Conservation Area Proposed RMP

Alternative D

and Final EIS

Proposed Plan
Alternative

Action)
for soil and water
resources due to the
implementation of
additional limitations
on surface disturbance
and ROWs, route
closures, and BMPs.

have a beneficial
impact on soils and
water .

water quality in this
alternatives.

fewer than Alternative
C.

impact on soils and
water.

Cultural Resources (Section 4.3.3)

Under Alternative

A, protections of
cultural resources
and some vegetation
communities (which
can have special
significance in
Native American
cultures) would
provide protections
to sensitive cultural
sites from adverse
impacts. Continued
consultation and
cooperation with

the State Historic
Preservation Office
and Native American
tribes would allow
continued compilation
of information on
cultural properties and
cultural landscapes
allowing better
future management
and protections

of these sensitive
areas. Trends in

the area indicate
that recreational use
in the area could
lead to increases

in the types of
impacts as discussed
from this use;
however, Alternative
A would lack
focused recreation
management, leading
to increased adverse
impacts on tribal
resources. Alternative
A does not propose
focusing recreation
management,
resulting in a greater
risk for cultural

Chapter 2 Alternatives
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Alternative B
emphasizes natural
processes and favors
management actions
that restrict allowable
uses, limit public
access, and rely on
natural processes.
These are actions that
often inadvertently
provide protections
for cultural resources
from adverse impacts.
However, the lack of
active management
under Alternative

B also could limit
the BLM’s ability to
proactively protect
cultural resources
from adverse impacts,
particularly in
situations where they
are endangered by
fire.

Overall, Alternative C
would use active
management for
cultural resources in
order to protect them
from vandalism and
other adverse impacts.
However, many

of the protections
that would be used
under Alternative

C would also limit
public access and
exposure to cultural
resources. Although
this would preserve
the resources, the
trade-off would be
that the public would
have less exposure

to the resources.
Although allowing
greater access to
cultural resources
does present a risk of
adverse impacts to the
resources themselves,
it also enables a sense
of stewardship to
emerge in the public
that could result in
beneficial impacts

to cultural resources
through greater public
understanding and
care.

Alternative D
emphasizes
recreation. This
emphasis could lead
to adverse impacts on
cultural resources due
to increased public
access to the D-E
NCA and a wide
range of allowable
uses. In general,
this alternative has
fewer protective
measures for cultural
resources than the
other alternatives.

The Proposed Plan
Alternative combines
aspects of the

other alternatives.
Although it is similar
to Alternative D in its
focus on recreation
objectives, and in
many cases takes

the middle ground
between Alternatives
D and B, it also has
many similarities

to Alternative

C with respect

to management
actions that would
impact cultural
resources. Although
the Proposed Plan
Alternative is not

as ambitious as
Alternative C as

far as active cultural
resource management
is concerned, it would
passively protect
cultural resources
from adverse impacts
through protective
measures, similarly to
Alternative B.
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Proposed Plan
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Action)

resource damage due
to fewer protective
measures such as
limiting access,
providing educational
opportunities, and
limiting overnight
camping. There
would also continue
to be many routes
open to public use,
which would result
in adverse impacts in
the form of continued
vandalism to cultural
sites. Also, the

lack of prohibitions
and limitations on
surface-disturbing
activities would
continue to result

in adverse impacts to
cultural resources.

Wilderness (Section 4.3.

4

Alternative A
would not provide
management guidance
regarding decisions
involving trade-offs
between wilderness
values, which would
result in conflicting
and inconsistent
management of

the Wilderness.
Under Alternative
A, untrammeled
character and
naturalness

would remain
relatively stable.
This alternative
would result in
adverse impacts to
undeveloped character
due to new proposed
developments. The
health of unique
and supplemental
values would remain
relatively stable.

In general,
Alternatives A and
B would be the least
restrictive of visitor
use. This would
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Alternative B
would result in
beneficial impacts
to untrammeled
character. Naturalness
of the Wilderness
would remain
relatively stable
due to a hands-off
management
approach.
Undeveloped
character of the
Wilderness would
remain stable due to
restrictions on new
developments. This
alternative would
result in beneficial
impacts to unique and
supplemental values.

In general,
Alternatives A and

B would be the least
restrictive of visitor
use. This would
protect outstanding
opportunities for
primitive and
unconfined recreation
but result in adverse
impacts to outstanding

Under Alternative

C, untrammeled
character would
remain relatively
stable. This
alternative would
result in the most
beneficial impacts to
naturalness due to
ambitious objectives
for indicators

in Appendix G.

This alternative
would result in
adverse impacts to
undeveloped character
due to the construction
of catchments for
livestock within the
Wilderness. This
alternative would
result in beneficial
impacts to unique and
supplemental values.

Alternative C would
implement the most
visitor use restrictions
to protect or enhance
opportunities for
solitude. This
would result in
beneficial impacts

Alternative D would
result in minor
beneficial impacts

to untrammeled
character. Naturalness
of the Wilderness
would remain
relatively stable with
some improvements
due to objectives
established for
indicators in
Appendix G.

This alternative
would result in
adverse impacts to
undeveloped character
due to the construction
of catchments for
livestock within the
Wilderness. The
health of unique

and supplemental
values would remain
relatively stable.

Alternative D and
the Proposed Plan
Alternative would
implement some
visitor use restrictions.
This would result in
beneficial impacts

Under the Proposed
Plan Alternative,
the untrammeled
character would
remain relatively
stable. This
alternative would
result in beneficial
impacts to naturalness
due to relatively
ambitious objectives
for indicators

in Appendix G;
however, in order
to improve the
balance between
active management
and the untrammeled
character of the
Wilderness, active
management would
not be implemented
for biological
indicators in
“good” or “very
good” condition.
This alternative
would result in
adverse impacts to
the undeveloped
character due to
the construction

of catchments for
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Alternative A (No

Alternative B

Alternative C
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Conservation Area Proposed RMP

Alternative D

and Final EIS
Proposed Plan

Action)

protect outstanding
opportunities for
primitive and
unconfined recreation
but would result

in adverse impacts
to outstanding
opportunities for
solitude.

opportunities for
solitude.

to the wilderness
characteristic

of outstanding
opportunities for
solitude, and adverse
impacts to outstanding
opportunities for
primitive and
unconfined recreation.

to outstanding
opportunities for
solitude in Wilderness
Zone 2 and beneficial
impacts to outstanding
opportunities for
primitive and
unconfined recreation
in Wilderness Zone 3.

Alternative

livestock within

the Wilderness,
although there
would be fewer new
developments than
under Alternatives
C and D. The
health of unique
and supplemental
values would remain
relatively stable.

Alternatives D

and the Proposed
Plan Alternative
would implement
some visitor use
restrictions. This
would result in
beneficial impacts

to outstanding
opportunities for
solitude in Wilderness
Zone 2 and beneficial
impacts to outstanding
opportunities for
primitive and
unconfined recreation
in Wilderness Zone 3.

Lands with Wilderness Characteristics (outside Dominguez Canyon Wilderness

and Remaining WSAs (Section 4.3.5))

Alternative B would, over the long term, result in the most beneficial impacts for the wilderness characteristics

on lands with those characteristics, because Alternative B would specifically protect all lands with wilderness
characteristics. Alternatives A, C, and D would not directly preserve wilderness characteristics, so any protection
of wilderness characteristics would only occur indirectly from other resource management, notably recreation
decisions and restrictions on surface-disturbing activities. Under Alternatives A, C, and D, some areas with
wilderness characteristics would experience adverse impacts. Under the Proposed Plan Alternative, two of the four
units inventoried to contain wilderness characteristics (Dry Fork of Escalante and Cottonwood Canyon) would be
managed for protection of their wilderness characteristics. In those two areas, impacts would be similar to those
described for Alternative B. In the two other areas (Dominguez Addition and Gunnison Slopes), impacts would be
similar to those described for Alternatives A, C, and D.

Scenic Resources (Section 4.3.6)

Alternative A
provides the least
amount of protection
from adverse impacts
to scenic values within
the D-E NCA. Nearly
half of the lands would
be managed according
to VRM Class III
objectives, including
81,629 acres of high
sensitivity landscapes
and 4,857 acres of
scenic quality “A”

Chapter 2 Alternatives
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Alternative B would
protect the most
lands from adverse
impacts by managing
approximately 45
percent of the D-E
NCA as VRM Class I
and an additional 24
percent of VRM Class
IIlands would prohibit
surface-disturbing
activities that might
otherwise cause visual
intrusions on the

Under Alternative
C, approximately
34 percent of the
D-E NCA would

be managed as
VRM Class I and an
additional 27 percent
of VRM Class II
lands would prohibit
surface-disturbing
activities that might
otherwise cause
visual intrusions on
the landscape. Of

Alternative D would
protect the most lands
as VRM Class 1

(51 percent) and
would protect an
additional 10 percent
of VRM Class II
lands by prohibiting
surface-disturbing
activities that might
otherwise cause visual
intrusions on the
landscape. Of the
lands managed as

Under the Proposed
Plan Alternative,
approximately 40
percent of the D-E
NCA would be
managed as VRM
Class I and an
additional 11 percent
of VRM Class II
lands would prohibit
surface-disturbing
activities that might
otherwise cause
adverse impacts. This
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Proposed Plan
Alternative

landscapes, allowing
modifications to the
landscape that attract
attention but do not
dominate the view of
the casual observer.

landscape. Of the
lands managed as
VRM Class II, 94,846
acres (82 percent)
are high sensitivity
landscapes and 8,314
acres (7 percent)
have a scenic quality
ranking of “A.”

the lands managed

as VRM Class II,
115,257 acres (84
percent) are high
sensitivity landscapes
and 13,302 acres (10
percent) have a scenic
quality ranking of
)

VRM Class II, 91,690
acres (90 percent)
are high sensitivity
landscapes and 3,747
acres (4 percent)
have a scenic quality
ranking of “A.”

combination provides
the least amount of
protection to scenic
values of any of the
action alternatives,
although all actions
must adhere to either
VRM Class I or II
objectives that would
protect the scenic
quality of the D-E
NCA. Of the lands
managed as VRM
ClassII, 105,457 acres
(83 percent) are high
sensitivity landscapes
and 13,737 acres (11
percent) have a scenic
quality ranking of
“A.,’

Air Resources, Including Climate Change (Section 4.3.7)

Estimated emissions
for Alternative A (No
Action Alternative)
increase from the base
year for all pollutants
except methane. This
can be attributed to
the predicted growth
of 3% per year in
oft-highway vehicle
(OHV) recreational
activities associated
with the management
decisions of the plan.

Total criteria
emissions for
Alternative B are
estimated to be
essentially the same as
those for Alternative
A, while greenhouse
gas (GHG) emissions
are cut by almost a
third due to more
restrictive grazing
decisions.

Total criteria
emissions for
Alternative C decrease
considerably due to
estimated reductions
in OHV usage, which
make up a majority of
the criteria pollutant
emissions under all
alternatives. GHG
emissions are cut
slightly due to minor
restrictions within
grazing allotments.

Total criteria
emissions for
Alternative D are
consistent with the
resource impact
decisions made

for Alternative A.
Although the BLM
estimates increased
OHV usage in the
Cactus Park and
Ninemile Hill SRMAs
in this alternative, this
increased usage would
offset decreased usage
in other parts of the
NCA that would

be managed for
non-OHYV recreation.
GHG emissions
increase slightly due
to minor changes to
grazing allotments.

Total criteria
emissions for the
Proposed Plan
Alternative are
consistent with the
resource impact
decisions made for
Alternative A. GHG
emissions are cut
slightly due to minor
restrictions within
grazing allotments.

Recreational Use(Section 4.4.1)
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Alternative A (No

Alternative B

Alternative C

Dominguez-Escalante National
Conservation Area Proposed RMP

Alternative D

and Final EIS

Proposed Plan
Alternative

Action)
Under Alternative
A, there would
be no designated
RMAs. The results
of management
specific to SRMAs
and ERMAs would
not be expected.
There would be
no protection
of recreation
settings, activities,
and outcome
opportunities. Over
time, recreation
opportunities would
be lost where
recreation conflicts
with other recreation
users and resource
uses, primarily
livestock grazing
and lands and realty.
Seasonal crowding
at attractions
may change user
enjoyment of the
area, because use
exceeds management
capability.

Under Alternative

B, a large portion

of the D-E NCA
would be designated
as an ERMA, where
principal recreation
activities would

be protected and
supported and
where recreation
would be managed
commensurate with
other resources.
There would be no
SRMA management;
therefore, recreation
outcomes would not
be protected under
this alternative. Over
time, specific valued
outcomes desired

by current visitors,
service providers, and
affected communities
may not be
available. However,
opportunities for a
variety of recreation
activities would be
protected. Recreation
management actions
to protect and provide
recreation activity
opportunity (trail
design, construction,
maintenance, and
access points)
would help mitigate
conflict among user
groups, between
other resource uses,
and with important
biological and cultural
resources. Restricting
recreation throughout
the D-E NCA to
meet cultural and
biological resource
objectives would
reduce opportunities
to participate in
recreation activities,
or to enjoy the
expected recreation
setting, more than
under Alternative A.

Under Alternative C,
recreation decisions
to designate two
SRMAs (Cactus Park
and Gunnison River)
would provide long
term protection of
specific recreation
outcomes and
settings in those
areas. However,
other recreation
outcomes would not
be protected in these
areas. Throughout
the remaining areas
of the D-E NCA,
recreation would be
managed without
RMA designation
and impacts would
be the same as under
Alternative A. Over
time, recreation
opportunities would
be lost where
recreation conflicts
with other resource
uses, primarily
livestock grazing and
lands and realty. Due
to more ambitious
biological and
cultural objectives
under Alternative

C, restrictions on
recreation activities
would be greater
than under any other
alternative; further
reducing opportunities
to participate in
recreation activities,
or to enjoy the
expected recreation
setting.

Under Alternative D,
the D-E NCA (except
the Dominguez
Canyon Wilderness
area) would be
designated as
RMAs. The
Sawmill Mesa/Wagon
Park area would

be managed as

an ERMA. The
remaining areas
would be managed as
SRMAs, which would
provide targeted
experiences and
outcomes that benefit
some users while
displacing others
who are seeking
different experiences
and outcomes.
Designating a large
portion of the D-E
NCA as SRMAs
would provide long
term protection of
specific recreation
outcomes and settings
in much of the D-E
NCA, and recreation
activities would be
protected throughout
the remaining areas
of the D-E NCA. Due
to less ambitious
biological and
cultural objectives
under Alternative

D, restrictions on
recreation activities
would be fewer than
Alternatives B and C.

Under the Proposed
Plan Alternative, a
large portion of the
D-E NCA would

be designated as an
ERMA (Hunting
Ground, Ninemile
Hill, East Creek, and
Sawmill Mesa/Wagon
Park), where principal
recreation activities
would be protected
and supported and
where recreation
would be managed
commensurate with
other resources. Three
other areas (Cactus
Park, Gunnison
River, and Escalante
Canyon) would

be managed as
SRMAs, which would
provide targeted
experiences and
outcomes that benefit
some users while
displacing others
who are seeking
different experiences
and outcomes.
Designating a large
portion of the D-E
NCA as an ERMA
would protect and
support recreation
activities in those
areas; however,
specific recreation
outcomes and settings
would only be
protected in the
smaller portion of the
D-E NCA designated
as an SRMA. Like
Alternative D, less
ambitious biological
and cultural objectives
under the Proposed
Plan Alternative
would result in
fewer restrictions on
recreation activities
than Alternatives B
and C.
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Scientific Use (Section 4.4.2)

Implementing any alternative would result in beneficial impacts to science, but the action alternatives (Alternatives
B through the Proposed Plan Alternative) contain more specific management actions that would better direct
scientific research and more effectively protect this resource. Alternative C contains the greatest number of
resources and uses with an emphasis on internal research and accessing external resources, resulting in a more
intensive, hands-on scientific approach. Impacts under Alternatives D and the Proposed Plan Alternative would

be similar to those under Alternative C. Across all resources and uses, Alternative B places the least emphasis on
intensive or resource-disturbing research of any action alternative. This alternative would result in adverse impacts
to scientific use. The Proposed Plan Alternative places the most broad emphasis on improving understanding of the
NCA from a social science perspective, with a focus not only on recreation (as in the other action alternatives), but
also social and economic non-market and market values.

Educational Use (Section 4.4.3)

to educational use.

Alternatives A and B would provide only a
minimal amount of facilities or opportunities
for learning (notably, livestock grazing and
cultural resources management contain some
education emphasis). These two alternatives
would result in the fewest beneficial impacts

There would be little difference in impacts between Alternatives C,
D, and the Proposed Plan Alternative. All three alternatives would
provide the most beneficial impacts by promoting opportunities for
education through the development of educational facilities and
outdoor classroom opportunities. Alternative D would manage the
most areas for interpretation of natural, geological, and cultural
resources, making it the alternative with the greatest beneficial
impact on educational use.

Livestock Grazing (Section 4.4.4)

Under Alternative
A, impacts would
generally occur on

a case-by-case basis
and limitations would
apply where land is
found to not meet the
BLM’s standards for
public land health.
Site-specific conflicts
with protection

of water, soils,

and vegetation, as
well as recreation
management,

would be possible.
Adjustments to
management of
livestock grazing
would be made

on the basis of
resource condition
or conflicts and
monitoring results.
This alternative
would result in few
adverse impacts to
the livestock grazing
program.
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Adverse impacts on
costs to permittees
would be the greatest
under Alternative

B due to the most
restrictive limitations
on grazing locations,
utilization levels,
season of use, and
type of livestock
allowed. Under this
alternative, areas
closed to all livestock
grazing would be
increased due to
restrictions to meet
cultural and biological
resource objectives.
Of particular note are
closures for allotments
within the sensitive
salt desert shrub plant
community, in Rose
Creek and Upper
Escalante Creek,

or for protection of
riparian habitat. Also,
no domestic sheep
grazing would be
allowed and impacts
on those permittees
would be the highest
under this alternative.
Furthermore,

any additional

Under Alternative

C, livestock grazing
would be intensively
managed to help
achieve “very good”
condition as defined in
Appendix A. AUMs
could be reduced,

or other limitations
applied that would
increase time and
cost to permittees

if vegetation
treatments or intensive
management are
insufficient to achieve
biological resource
objectives. Of note
are limitations within
Colorado hookless
cactus habitat and
priority vegetation
habitat under
Alternative C that
could result in adverse
impacts to livestock
grazing. Some
closures would occur,
limiting grazing in
biologically sensitive
areas, including Rose
Creek. Domestic
sheep grazing would
be prohibited in
allotments where

Under Alternative D,
the most land would
be open to livestock
grazing, and fewer
restrictions would
generally apply.
AUMSs could be
reduced or limitations
put into place to
achieve biological and
recreation resource
objectives, resulting
in increased costs or
time for permittees,
but at a lower level
than the other action
alternatives. Impacts
from recreation would
be possible from
SRMA management,
which covers the
largest acreage under
this alternative,
although measures to
reduce conflict would
still be in place. This
Alternative would
result in the fewest
adverse impacts to
livestock grazing

of the four action
alternatives.

The Proposed Plan
Alternative would
implement a moderate
amount of restrictions
on grazing relative

to other action
alternatives. AUMs
could be reduced if
intensive management
or vegetation
treatments are
insufficient to achieve
biological and cultural
resource objectives.
These limitations on
livestock grazing
would result in
adverse impacts

to permittees. For
permittees grazing
sheep, mitigation
measures would be
adopted to reduce

the risk of disease
transmission between
domestic sheep and
goats and desert
bighorn sheep, with
some adverse impacts
on permittees, but
less than those in
Alternatives B or C.
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Action)

Alternative B

Alternative C

Dominguez-Escalante National
Conservation Area Proposed RMP

Alternative D

and Final EIS

Proposed Plan
Alternative

forage created by
management actions
in this alternative

could not be allocated

to livestock.

conflicts with bighorn

sheep are highly likely

to occur, resulting in
adverse impacts for
those permittees.

Transportation and Travel Management (Section 4.4.5)

As a supportive function, transportation and travel management is not impacted by other resources and resource
uses. Instead, transportation and travel management decisions impact other resources and resource uses. These
impacts are discussed in those particular resource sections of this chapter.

Land Tenure and Land Use Authorizations (Section 4.4.6)

Alternative A would
provide the most
opportunities for the
BLM to authorize
land uses, and thus
the most beneficial
impacts to the Land
Tenure and Land
Use Authorizations
program. Alternative
A would manage

the fewest acres as
unsuitable for public
utilities, providing the
most opportunities for
location of ROWs,
access, and facilities.
In addition, the fewest
number of acres are
managed as VRM
Class I, the VRM
designation that would
most severely limit
opportunities for land
use authorizations
and is also the only
alternative with VRM
Class III designations,
which would
provide the greatest
opportunities for land
use authorizations
that don’t need to
meet strict VRM
class objectives.
However, the most
miles of routes would
be available for
public use under

this alternative,
which increases
opportunities for
adverse impacts
from trespass of, and
vandalism to, private

Chapter 2 Alternatives
Summary of Impacts

Alternative B

would be the most
restrictive on land
use authorizations,
providing the most
adverse impacts in
the form of ROW
exclusion, and with
the fewest exceptions.
On the other hand,
opportunities for land
exchanges would be
the greatest under
this alternative as

no areas would be
designated as ACECs
and the portion of the
Gunnison River with
the most fragmented
land pattern would
be determined not
suitable for inclusion
in the National Wild
and Scenic Rivers
System (NWSRS)
and released from
interim protective
management. Fewer
miles of routes would
be designated for
public use than
under Alternative

A, although similarly
to under Alternative
D and the Proposed
Plan Alternative,
decreasing
opportunities for
adverse impacts
from trespass and
vandalism.

Under Alternative C,
the entire NCA would
be managed as a
ROW exclusion area,
with some exceptions
(see Chapter 2). This
would have similar
adverse impacts

as those described
for Alternative B.
This alternative
would manage the
fewest acres as VRM
Class I of any of the
action alternatives
(Alternatives B
through the Proposed
Plan Alternative).
Alternative C would
close the most miles
of routes to public
use but would
designate the most
miles of routes for
administrative use,
ensuring access to
private property

and reducing the
possibility for adverse
impacts from trespass,
vandalism, and access
to safety hazards.
On the other hand,
Alternative C would
offer the fewest
opportunities for
land exchanges in
areas with highly
fragmented land
patterns as both

the Gunnison River
and Escalante Creek
would be determined
suitable for inclusion
in the NWSRS and

Alternative D would
be the least restrictive
and would have

the fewest adverse
impacts for new land
use authorizations of
the action alternatives.
More than half of the
D-E NCA would be
managed as ROW
avoidance instead

of complete ROW
exclusion. However,
this alternative would
also manage the most
acres as VRM Class
I and where ROW
avoidance areas
overlap VRM Class I,
opportunities for land
use authorizations
would be limited in
much the same way
as ROW exclusion.
Impacts from travel
management would
be similar to those
under Alternatives

B and the Proposed
Plan Alternative.
Although all WSR
study segments would
be determined not
suitable for inclusion
in the NWSRS

and released from
interim protective
management,
Alternative D

would designate the
largest area of the
Escalante Canyon
and Gunnison River
ACECs, offering the
most restrictions on

Overall, impacts on
land use authorization
under the Proposed
Plan Alternative
would be similar

to those under
Alternative C,
although more acres
would be managed
as VRM Class 1.
Impacts from travel
management would
be similar to those
under Alternatives B
and D.
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Proposed Plan
Alternative

property and existing
facilities.

Escalante Canyon and
River Rims would be
designated as ACECs.

the BLM’s ability
to engage in land
exchanges.

Areas of Critical

Environmental Concern (Section 4.5.1)

Outdated ACEC
management under
Alternative A would
provide limited
protection from
adverse impacts

for the relevant and
important values
within ACECs. In
potential ACECs
containing rare
plants (all ACECs
except the Gunnison
Gravels ACEC),
some limitations on
livestock grazing

to active movement
only would provide
additional beneficial
impacts.

Under Alternative B,
no ACECs would

be proposed for
designation, but
these areas would
still receive protection
for their relevant

and important values
from restrictions on
uses throughout the
D-E NCA. Primary
drivers of beneficial
impacts would include
expanded restrictions
and prohibitions on
surface-disturbing
activities. In potential
ACECs containing
rare plants (all ACECs
except the Gunnison
Gravels ACEC),
closing areas to
livestock grazing,
limiting grazing to
active movement
only in some riparian
areas, and eliminating
domestic goat and
sheep grazing would
provide additional
protections from
adverse impacts.

Active management
to achieve biological
objectives within the
D-E NCA would
provide incidental
protections from
adverse impacts.
Special management
within ACECs
proposed for
designation would
be targeted to protect
their relevant and
important values.
Restrictions on
surface-disturbing
activities would offer
beneficial impacts for
nearly all potential
ACECs not proposed
for designation. In
ACECs containing
rare plants (all
ACECs except the
Gunnison Gravels
ACEC), limiting
livestock grazing

to active movement
only on 4,662 acres
of potential ACECs
not designated under
this alternative would
provide additional
protections from
adverse impacts.

Impacts on ACECs
under Alternative D
would be similar

to those under
Alternative C;
however, active
management to
achieve biological
objectives under this
alternative would

be somewhat less
ambitious than that
under Alternative C
and there would be
fewer restrictions on
uses in this alternative
than in Alternatives
B and C. However,
Alternative D would
propose the most
acres for ACEC
designation, offering
special management
that would protect
the most relevant and
important values from
adverse impacts.

Overall, impacts

on ACECs under

the Proposed Plan
Alternative would be
similar to those under
Alternative C, but
active management
to achieve biological
objectives would
occur in a less
ambitious manner.
The Proposed

Plan Alternative
would propose the
second-fewest acres
for ACEC designation
behind Alternatives
A and B. Application
of restrictions on
surface-disturbing
activities would
offer protection for
ACEC values from
adverse impacts in
both designated and
undesignated ACECs.
In portions of the
Escalante ACEC,
limiting livestock
grazing to active
movement only would
provide additional
protections from
adverse impacts.

Nati

onal Trails (Section 4.5.2)

Under Alternative

A, the lack of
restrictions that limit
surface disturbance or
protect the viewsheds
surrounding the Old
Spanish NHT could
hamper protecting the
trail’s footprint and
result in adverse
impacts to the

trail’s visual setting.
In addition, the
unmanaged nature of
recreation under this
alternative would lead

June 2016

Unlike Alternative
A, the designation of
a trail management
corridor under all
action alternatives
would protect (to
varying extents) the
trail’s viewshed

and protect the

trail from adverse
impacts. All four
action alternatives
would also improve
opportunities for
trail-related education

Unlike Alternative A, the designation of a

trail management corridor under all action

varying extents.

alternatives would protect (to varying extents)
the trail’s viewshed and protect the trail
from adverse impacts.
alternatives would also improve opportunities
for trail-related education and recreation to

All four action

Under Alternatives C and D, the BLM would
designate a much wider trail management
corridor (23,131 acres). As for Alternative
B and the Proposed Plan Alternative, the
BLM would take actions to protect the trail
management corridor from adverse impacts
and provide education and interpretation

Same as Alternative
B, although
management would
retain flexibility

to avoid actions
incompatible with
the purposes for
which the Old Spanish
NHT was established,
which could result

in greater protection
of the historic setting
in comparison to
Alternative B.

Chapter 2 Alternatives
Summary of Impacts
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Alternative B
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Alternative C Alternative D

and Final EIS

Proposed Plan
Alternative

Action)

to adverse impacts

to trail resources.
Lack of active trail
management under
this alternative would
also fail to provide
opportunities for
trail-related education
and recreation.

and recreation to
varying extents.

Under Alternatives

B and the Proposed
Plan Alternative, the
BLM would designate
23,131 acres as the
trail management
corridor, with specific
actions to protect

the trail footprint
and surrounding
landscapes from
adverse impacts.
Implementation of
an interpretation

and environmental
education program
under Alternative

B would enhance
awareness and
appreciation of the
Old Spanish NHT,
resulting in beneficial
impacts. However,
management of a
narrow corridor and
the presence of forms
of recreation in the
Hunting Ground that
are incompatible with
retracement would
limit opportunities for
trail-related education
and interpretation
and the ability to
protect the nature and
purpose of the trail
(affording the public
the opportunity to
connect to the trail
resources and the trail

story).

opportunities that would enhance awareness
and appreciation of the Old Spanish

NHT, resulting in beneficial impacts. The
designation of a larger corridor under
these two alternatives would result in more
opportunities for Trail-related recreation
and education than under Alternative B
and the Proposed Plan Alternative. Under
Alternative D, management of the Hunting
Ground for retracement and auto-tours as
well as managing the corridor as VRM Class
I would result in the greatest opportunities
for trail-related education and recreation
and to protect the nature and purpose of the
trail (affording the public the opportunity to
connect to the trail resources and the trail
story). However, this management approach
would lead to increased public awareness
that could result in adverse impacts from
additional vandalism and unauthorized
collection of NHT resources.

Wild and Scenic Rivers (Section 4.5.3)

Chapter 2 Alternatives
Summary of Impacts
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Proposed Plan
Alternative

Alternatives A and

C would provide the
most protection for
eligible or suitable
WSR segments from
adverse impacts,
because all segments
would be managed
as either eligible or
suitable and the BLM
would take no action
that would impair
the free-flowing
condition, tentative
classification,

or ORVs of the
segments.

Alternative B would
determine three
segments to be
suitable for inclusion
in the NWSRS, and
would provide the
same protections to
those segments from
adverse impacts as
under Alternatives
A and C but over

a smaller area. Of
the alternatives
where segments
were determined not
suitable for inclusion
in the NWSRS,
Alternative B would
provide the most
opportunities for
protections from
adverse impacts
through restrictions
on surface-disturbing
activities. On

the other hand,
because Alternative
B emphasizes
natural processes
over hands-on
management, the
BLM'’s ability to
respond to land
health issues could
be reduced under this
alternative.

Alternatives A and
C would provide the
most protection for
eligible or suitable
WSR segments from
adverse impacts,
because all segments
would be managed
as either eligible or
suitable and the BLM
would take no action
that would impair
the free-flowing
condition, tentative
classification,

or ORVs of the
segments.

The BLM would

not determine any
segments suitable

for inclusion in the
NWSRS, allowing for
some adverse impacts
to currently eligible
river/creek segments.
Alternative D would
provide a fair amount
of protection from
adverse impacts for
segments determined
not suitable for
inclusion in the
NWSRS through
restrictions on
surface-disturbing
activities and ACEC
designations that
overlap stream
segments. Impacts
would be similar

to those under
Alternative B, but
because the BLM
would take a more
active approach to
land management and
restoration, there is
greater potential for
adverse impacts to
biological ORVs to be
mitigated under this
alternative.

The Proposed Plan
Alternative would
determine one
segment to be suitable
for inclusion in

the NWSRS, and
would provide the
same protections to
those segments from
adverse impacts as
under Alternatives
A and C but over

a smaller area.

The Proposed

Plan Alternative
would provide the
least amount of
protection from
adverse impacts to the
segments, regardless
of suitability
determination, as
the fewest acres
would be protected
by restrictions on
surface-disturbing
activities. Impacts
would be similar

to those under
Alternative B but the
area of overlapping
protection would be
reduced under this
alternative.

Wilderness Study Areas (Section 4.5.4)

Overall, impacts on the WSA would be similar under all alternatives, because the Interim Management Policy
protects the WSA’s wilderness characteristics in a non-impairment manner. The main difference between
alternatives would be if the WSA were released by Congress from wilderness consideration. Under Alternative

B, if the WSA were released, wilderness characteristics in the released WSA would be preserved for the long
term, because Alternative B would protect lands with wilderness characteristics and would prohibit motorized

and mechanized travel. Alternatives A, C, D, and the Proposed Plan Alternative would not preserve wilderness
characteristics in the WSA if the WSA were released, so any protection of wilderness characteristics would only
occur indirectly from other resource management, primarily from Transportation and Travel Management decisions.
Alternative C’s Transportation and Travel Management decisions would include more indirect protection of
wilderness characteristics than Alternatives A, D, and the Proposed Plan Alternative should the WSA be released.

Watchable Wildlife Areas (Section 4.5.5)

In general, the types of impacts under Alternatives A, B, and C would be similar due to the lack of a watchable
wildlife area designation in the decision area. However, under Alternatives D and the Proposed Plan Alternative,
designating the Escalante Canyon Watchable Wildlife Area—with supporting actions designed to facilitate viewing
opportunities and protect wildlife habitat—would provide the greatest beneficial impacts.

Tribal Interests (Section 4.6.1)
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Action)
Alternative A
would continue to
limit protection of
cultural resources
to enforcement of
Federal law and BLM
policy. Continued
consultation and
cooperation with
Native American
tribes would allow
continued compilation
of information
on traditional
cultural properties,
sacred sites, and
cultural landscapes
allowing better future
management and
protections of these
sensitive areas from
adverse impacts.

Under Alternative
B, protections of
cultural resources
and some vegetation
communities (which
can have special
significance in
Native American
cultures) would
provide protections
to traditional use areas
and tribal sensitive
sites from adverse
impacts (similar
actions would occur
under Alternatives C,
D, and the Proposed
Plan Alternative).
Continued
consultation and
cooperation with
Native American
tribes would allow
continued compilation
of information

on traditional
cultural properties,
sacred sites, and
cultural landscapes
allowing better
future management
and protections of
these sensitive areas.
Alternative B would
prohibit collection
of plant materials
except for use by
Native American
tribal members. This
would continue to
allow access into
those traditional use
areas for resource
collection and
eliminate competition
from commercial
plant collectors that
may target the same
resources.

Impacts under
Alternative C would
be nearly the same
as Alternative B,

but more active
management

would increase the
possibility of change
on the landscape
that could modify
and beneficially
impact sensitive tribal
resources. Route
closures under this
alternative would be
the greatest, resulting
in adverse impacts
on access from tribal
members.

Under Alternative D,
the planning area has
more areas in VRM
Class I than any other
alternative, resulting
in the highest level of
protection to sensitive
Native American
cultural landscapes
from adverse impacts.
With the emphasis
on managing more
SRMAS, there would
likely be more conflict
between recreation
and protecting
sensitive tribal
resources than under
other alternatives.

Under the Proposed
Plan Alternative,
impacts would be
similar to those
described for
Alternative D.

Public Safety (Section 4.6.2)

Chapter 2 Alternatives
Summary of Impacts
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Overall, adverse
impacts under
Alternative A would
increase over time

as the planning

area receives more
visitation. Primary
drivers of risks to
public safety would
include wildland
fire, potential
contamination of
water supplies,

risk of injury from
recreational activities
and, in particular,
recreational target
shooting. Additional
risks would be
present from conflicts
between recreational
users and livestock
grazing.

Under Alternative

B, adverse impacts
to public health and
safety would generally
be reduced due to the
focus on resource
protection and related
limitations on access
and activities. Risk
of contamination

of water and soils
would be reduced
due to surface use
restrictions. In
addition, travel- and
recreation-based risks
would be decreased
relative to those under
Alternative A due

to lack of recreation
emphasis areas and,
importantly, a ban

on recreational target
shooting. Risk of
conflict between the
recreating public

and livestock would
similarly be reduced.

Under Alternative

C, some restrictions
on activities would
reduce adverse
impacts relative to
current conditions;
surface disturbance
limitations would
protect public water
supplies above levels
in Alternative A but
below those under
Alternative B. Risks
to public safety from
recreation activities,
including recreational
target shooting, would
be reduced compared
to Alternative A.
Closure of routes to
the public would be
the highest under this
alternative; therefore
the risk of injury
from motorized or
mechanized use may
be slightly reduced
when compared
with that under other
alternatives.

Under Alternative

D, restrictions on
activities near streams
and sensitive soils
would reduce risks
for contamination of
water as described
under Alternative C.
Recreational target
shooting would be
prohibited within
high concentration
recreation areas,
reducing the risk

of accidental shooting
in these locations.
Mitigation measures
for bighorn sheep
include required use
of guard animals with
domestic sheep, which
would increase the
potential for conflict
with recreationists.
The designation

of a Watchable
Wildlife Area may
increase traffic

along the Escalante
Canyon Road, which
could potentially
increase the risk

of safety hazards
along the narrow
county-maintained
road.

Under the Proposed
Plan Alternative,
restrictions on
activities near streams
and sensitive soils
would reduce risks
for contamination of
water as described

in Alternatives C
and D. Recreational
target shooting
would be prohibited
within specific

high concentration
recreation areas,
reducing the risk of
accidental shooting
in these specific
locations. This
would provide greater
protection to public
health and safety than
Alternative A, but
fewer protections than
Alternatives B and D.
As in Alternative

D, the Proposed
Plan Alternative’s
designation of a
Watchable Wildlife
Area may increase
traffic along the
Escalante Canyon
Road, which

could potentially
increase the risk

of safety hazards
along the narrow
county-maintained
road.

Social and E

conomic Conditions (Section 4.6.3)

Alternative A is not
expected to result

in adverse impacts,
reduce economic
diversity (the number
of economic sectors)
or increase economic
dependency, which
occurs when the local
economy is dominated
by a limited number of]
industries. Although
shifts in emphasis
could occur, these
changes would

not result as a

June 2016

Alternative B is

not expected to
result in adverse
impacts, reduce
economic diversity
or increase economic
dependency.
Although shifts

in emphasis could
occur, these changes
would not result

as a consequence of
planning actions under
this alternative. As a
result of Alternative
B, about 107 total

Alternative C is

not expected to
result in adverse
impacts, reduce
economic diversity
or increase economic
dependency.
Although shifts

in emphasis could
occur, these changes
would not result

as a consequence of
planning actions under
this alternative. As a
result of Alternative
C, about 117 jobs

Alternative D is

not expected to
result in adverse
impacts, reduce
economic diversity
or increase economic
dependency.
Although shifts

in emphasis could
occur, these changes
would not result

as a consequence of
planning actions under
this alternative. As a
result of Alternative
D, 118 jobs and $3.4

The Proposed

Plan Alternative

is not expected to
result in adverse
impacts, reduce
economic diversity
or increase economic
dependency.
Although shifts

in emphasis could
occur, these changes
would not result

as a consequence

of planning actions
under this alternative.
As a result of the

Chapter 2 Alternatives
Summary of Impacts
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Proposed Plan
Alternative

Action)

consequence of
planning actions under
this alternative. As a
result of Alternative
A, about 118 total
jobs (direct, indirect
and induced jobs)
and $3.4 million in
total labor income
(direct, indirect and
induced income)
would be generated
in the three-county
analysis area economy
on an average annual
basis from recreation,
livestock grazing,
payments to counties,
BLM expenditures
and externally funded
projects on the
BLM. Employment
and labor income
contributions are
slightly higher than
current contributions
evaluated in Chapter 3
due to average annual
anticipated increases
in recreation visits.

Although employment
and labor income
contributions under
this alternative
would be higher than
Alternatives B and C,
this alternative would
manage less acreage
under VRM Class I
and II designations. In
addition to providing
the least protection
of D-E NCA’s visual
resources, Alternative
A would protect fewer
acres using special
land designations
(ACECs, lands with
wilderness character,
heritage areas, and
areas suitable for
congressional WSR
designation) than the
other alternatives.
Therefore this
alternative would

Chapter 2 Alternatives
Summary of Impacts

jobs (direct, indirect
and induced jobs)
and $3.2 million in
labor income (direct,
indirect and induced
income) would be
generated in the
three-county analysis
area economy on

an average annual
basis from recreation,
livestock grazing,
payments to counties,
BLM expenditures
and externally funded
projects on BLM
lands. Employment
and labor income
contributions are
less than the other
alternatives due to
lower projected levels
of allocated grazing
resulting from the
closure of allotments
to domestic sheep
grazing.

Although employment
and labor income
contributions under
this alternative would
be less than the
other alternatives,
this alternative
would manage more
acres to minimize
changes in the natural
characteristics of
D-E NCA lands than
any other alternative,
with the exception
of the Proposed Plan
Alternative; and the
only alternative to
protect inventoried
wilderness
characteristics in

all D-E NCA lands
identified to have
those characteristics.
Therefore this
alternative would
provide greater
protection of
non-market values
associated with visual

and $3.4 million in
labor income would
be generated in the
three-county analysis
area economy on

an average annual
basis from recreation,
livestock grazing,
payments to counties,
BLM expenditures
and externally
funded projects on
BLM lands. These
employment and labor
income contributions
are lower than under
the other alternatives,
apart from Alternative
B, due to lower levels
of project grazing use
evaluated under this
alternative than the
other alternatives.

Although employment
and labor income
contributions under
this alternative
would be relatively
the same as those
supported by current
NCA management,
this alternative
would provide
greater protection

of the D-E NCA’s
natural resources
through special

land designations.
Therefore this
alternative would
provide more
protection of
non-market values
associated with visual
resources, ACECs and
suitability for WSR
designation relative to
the other alternatives.

to $3.5 million in
labor income would
be generated in the
three-county analysis
area economy on

an average annual
basis from recreation,
livestock grazing,
payments to counties,
BLM expenditures
and externally
funded projects on
BLM lands. These
employment and labor
income contributions
are higher than under
the other alternatives
due higher anticipated
recreation visits than
the other alternatives.
In addition, projected
allocated grazing

use is higher than all
alternatives apart from
Alternative A.

Although employment
and labor income
contributions under
this alternative would
be higher than under
the other alternatives,
fewer areas would be
designated under
protected area
designations than

the other alternatives,
apart from Alternative
A. Although virtually
the same amount of
acreage managed for
visual resources as
under Alternative C,
no river segments
would be managed

as WSR suitable or
eligible segments.
Therefore this
alternative would
provide less protection
of non-market values
associated natural
amenities than the
other alternatives,
apart from Alternative
A however, the

most protection of

Proposed Plan
Alternative, 118
jobs and from $3.3
to $3.4 million in
labor income would
be generated in the
three-county analysis
area economy on

an average annual
basis from recreation,
livestock grazing,
payments to counties,
BLM expenditures
and externally
funded projects on
BLM lands. These
employment and labor
income contributions
are higher than under
the other alternatives,
with the exception of
Alternative D, due
to higher anticipated
recreation visits.

Although
employment and labor
income contributions
under this alternative
would be higher than
the other alternatives,
apart from Alternative
D, this alternative
would provide
greater protection

of the D-E NCA’s
visual resources
through special land
designations, apart
from Alternative

C. Therefore

this alternative
would provide

more protection of
non-market values
associated with visual
resources, ACECs and
suitability for WSR
designation relative to
the other alternatives.
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provide less protection
than the other
alternatives of
non-market values
associated with
natural amenities
protected on these
lands.

resources, wilderness
characteristics, than
the other alternatives
however, less than
Alternatives C in
terms of the additional
non-market values
associated with WSR
suitable segments.

non-market values
associated with
ACECs and Heritage
Area designations.

Alternative
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3.1. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the existing biological, physical, and socioeconomic
characteristics of the planning area, including human uses that could be affected by implementing
the alternatives described in Chapter 2. This chapter includes a discussion of resources, resource
uses, special designations, and social and economic conditions.

The D-E NCA decision area encompasses 210,172 acres of BLM-administered lands in
Colorado’s Mesa, Delta, and Montrose Counties (note that this reported acreage number may
vary by up to 30 acres because of variability in the best available current survey information).
The surrounding communities of the D-E NCA, which include the cities of Grand Junction,
Delta, and Montrose, are a large part of the affected environment of the D-E NCA. Therefore,
where appropriate, this chapter describes existing conditions that extend outside the D-E NCA
to these surrounding communities.

Certain types of resources that may be present in other BLM planning areas, such as wild horses
and burros, do not exist in the D-E NCA and are therefore not covered in this section. In addition,
some uses that may be present in other BLM planning areas, such as mining and oil and gas,

are not allowed in the D-E NCA due to the language of the Omnibus Act. These uses are also
not covered in this section. One active mining claim exists within the D-E NCA, upstream of
Rattlesnake Gulch along the Gunnison River. All other mining claims within the D-E NCA
have either expired or are no longer active.

Information from broad-scale assessments was used to help set the context for the planning
area. Much of the information used for this chapter was taken from the D-E NCA Analysis of
the Management Situation (BLM 2011a). The level of information presented in this chapter is
commensurate with and sufficient to assess potential effects discussed in Chapter 4, on the basis
of the alternatives presented in Chapter 2.

Acreage figures and other numbers are used as approximate projections; readers should not
infer that they reflect exact measurements or precise calculations. Acreages were calculated
using geographic information system (GIS) technology, and there may be slight variations in
total acres between resources.

The order in which resources, resource uses, special designations and social and economic
conditions appear reflect the order of Chapter 2 and Chapter 4.

3.2. Resources

3.2.1. Geological and Paleontological Resources

The geological resources of the D-E NCA were identified in the 2009 Omnibus Act as one of
the purposes of the area’s designation as an NCA. The beauty of the geology of the D-E NCA’s
canyons (Escalante, Big and Little Dominguez Canyons, as well as the canyon walls lining

the Gunnison River) is a key component of the scenery that draws visitors to the area. The
scientific and educational value of the D-E NCA’s geological resources also makes these resources
exceptional. The 2009 Omnibus Act withdrew the D-E NCA from “location, entry, and patent
under the mining laws,” which means that the geological resources of the D-E NCA will only be

Chapter 3 Affected Environment
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managed for these scenic, scientific and educational values, except in the case of valid existing
rights (see subsection entitled mineral use).

Geological Structure

D-E NCA'’s natural resources exist within the context of D-E NCA’s physical geology. The
geology is composed of numerous geologic formations from the oldest Precambrian crystalline
igneous and metamorphic rocks through the youngest sediments of the Quaternary alluvial
deposits. The surface of the northeastern D-E NCA boundary is composed of the Mancos Shale.
Older geological formations comprise much the surface of the rest of the D-E NCA as part of
the northeast flank of the Uncompahgre Plateau (Map 3—1). The plateau is about 100 miles long
and 25 miles wide trending northwest-to-southeast from the Colorado National Monument to
Ridgway and the San Juan mountains. High-angle west-to-northwest and northwest trending
faults are found mostly along the western margin, but they are also found within the plateau (Toth,
Patterson, Kulik, and Schreiner 1987). Regional uplift, beginning during the Laramide (70-50
million years before present), and continuing in Late Tertiary, and Pleistocene times produced the
Uncompahgre Plateau and other topographic features seen today in the region (Toth, Patterson,
Kulik, and Schreiner 1987). The plateau has risen a total of about 6,700 feet in relation to the
Book Cliffs in the Grand Junction area (Chronic 1980).

The geologic rock record includes sediments deposited in the (from youngest to oldest)
Quaternary, Cretaceous, Jurassic, and Triassic periods, with an unconforming erosional boundary
between the sedimentary Triassic rocks and the intrusive and metamorphic rocks from the
Precambrian Era. Unconforming means a series of younger strata that do not succeed the
underlying older rocks in age or in parallel position, as a result of a long period of erosion or
nondeposition. Unconformities can be small or huge in size and time frames, representing eroded
formations. Only the larger or more significant unconformities are explained in detail, whereas
smaller unconformities are simply noted when present. Throughout the D-E NCA, the surface
often also has various unconsolidated Quaternary deposits, including alluvium and colluvium,
older alluvial deposits, and landslides. Small placer gold deposits have been found and exploited
in the gravels of the Gunnison River and some of its tributaries.

Geologic Formations

The D-E NCA is primarily underlain by flat-lying to monoclinally folded late Paleozoic to
Mesozoic sedimentary rocks (see Figure 3.1). These sedimentary rock formations are, in order
from oldest to youngest, the Chinle Formation, Wingate Sandstone, Kayenta Formation, Entrada
Formation, Wanakah Formation, Morrison Formation, Burro Canyon Formation, and Dakota
Formation. Precambrian rocks exposed in the area lie beneath the sedimentary rock layers and
include metamorphic gneisses intruded by mafic and ultramafic rocks, diorites, granites, and
pegmatites. Precambrian rocks of approximately 1.7 billion years, intruded by 1.4 billion-year-old
igneous rocks, are exposed in the core of the Uncompahgre Plateau (Dickerson, Case, Barton, and
Chatman 1988) A small area of Mancos Shale comprises the northeastern corner of the D-E NCA.
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Figure 3.1. Geological Formations in the D-E NCA

Precambrian Rocks

249

These 1.7 to 1.4 billion year old crystalline rocks make up the core of the Uncompahgre Plateau

and lay beneath the red rock formations described below.
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Chinle Formation

The 30- to 160-foot thick Triassic Chinle Formation overlies the much older Precambrian
crystalline rocks. What’s missing in between is about one and a half billion years of geologic
history that is often referred to as the “Great Unconformity.” The missing formation represent
over a billion years of erosion — rock formations that were built up and then were completely
eroded away. The depositional regime of the Chinle Formation ranged from fluvial, to floodplain,
to lacustrine continental environments that deposited brick-red, interbedded siltstones, sandstones,
and shales (Toth, Patterson, Kulik, and Schreiner 1987).

Wingate and Kayenta Formations

The Upper Triassic Wingate sandstone comformably overlies the Chinle Formation, meaning

it was deposited above the Chinle and not eroded away. The Wingate consists of orange-red,
massive, fine-grained, well-sorted sandstone that forms steep cliffs from 80 to 100 feet high,
found along the Big and Little Dominguez Creeks. Massive crossbeds, vertical joints, and desert
varnish are common features of the Wingate and it also forms arches in some places. The Upper
Triassic Kayenta Formation comformably overlies the Wingate and is up to 300 feet thick in some
places. It consists of discontinuous lenses of purplish-red sandstone interbedded with shale

and conglomerate, forming a series of benches and ledges above the Wingate (Toth, Patterson,
Kulik, and Schreiner 1987).

Entrada Formation

The Middle Jurassic Entrada Sandstone is 70 to 120 feet thick in most places and lies
unconformably over the Kayenta. It is composed of salmon pink, nonresistant, horizontally
bedded siltstone, mudstone, and sandstone. It forms smooth, rounded cliffs with large-scale
sweeping crossbeds, indicating an eolian or wind-blown origin (Toth, Patterson, Kulik, and
Schreiner 1987). When wind-blown sediment piles reach a height where they are unstable, the
grains avalanche down the side of the pile and make a thin depositional layer of the grains that
moved. Over time, multiple avalanching episodes resulted in many thin parallel layers next

to one another. These are called cross beds.

Wanakah and Morrison Formations

The Jurassic-age Wanakah unconformably overlies the Entrada Sandstone and consists of thin,
evenly bedded mudstone and sandy shale with chert layers and nodular limestone up to 20 to 45
feet thick. Sedimentary beds are predominantly red but can be green, brown, light yellow, or even
white. The formation often forms a talus-covered slope (Toth, Patterson, Kulik, and Schreiner
1987). The Jurassic Morrison Formation unconformably overlies the Wanakah Formation. In
some areas erosion places it on the Entrada Sandstone. In this region, the Morrison is divided into
three members, the Tidwell, Salt Wash, and Brushy Basin Members, in ascending order. Tidwell
and Salt Wash formations are difficult to distinguish for the untrained eye.

The youngest member of the Morrison Formation is the Brushy Basin, which consists of 75
percent variegated, gray, green, lavender, and maroon bentonitic mudstone and 25 percent
brown sandstone and conglomerate, which is more predominant in the upper part (Hintze 1988;
Doelling 1996). The bentonite is derived from voluminous amounts of volcanic ash that was
deposited on a broad floodplain traversed by north and northwesterly flowing paleo-streams
(Turner-Peterson, Santos, and Fishman 1986). Dinosaur bone and petrified wood are locally
found at surface exposures of this member. The upper contact of the Brushy Basin is a subtle
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unconformity. The depositional environment of the Morrison Formation — braided streams,
lakes, and deltas — provided what Blakey and Ranney (2008) describe as “one of the world’s
great dinosaur graveyards.”

Burro Canyon and Dakota Formations

The Burro Canyon Formation has been recognized as the basal Cretaceous unit above the
Morrison Formation in the area to the east of the Colorado River, and this terminology has
been used in the Grand Junction, Colorado area (Hintze 1988; Doelling 2001). The Dakota
Sandstone unconformably overlies the Burro Canyon Formation, and varies from 0 to 200 feet
thick (Hintze 1988; Doelling 1996). The Dakota consists of brown and yellow fluvial sandstone
and conglomerate, interbedded green, gray, and black mudstones, and locally some thin coal.

Mancos Shale

A thick interval of marine Upper Cretaceous Mancos Shale overlies the Dakota Sandstone;

this unit is roughly 3,800 feet thick in Grand Junction area (Lohman 1965). The Mancos Shale
consists of gray, thin-bedded, fissile (capable of being split) shale that contains fossils, interbedded
or alternating with sandstones and sandy siltstones — evidence of sea level variations.

Outstanding Geological Features

The geological resources of the D-E NCA were cited in the Omnibus Act as a purpose of the
D-E NCA'’s designation. Within the D-E NCA, outstanding geological features such as arches,
hoodoos, and monuments are part of what draws visitors to the D-E NCA. Some outstanding
geological features, such as the Gunnison Gravels, are scientifically significant to the larger
region. The Gunnison Gravels site is associated with a fluvial gravel deposit that suggests the
location of an ancestral river in Unaweep Canyon. Ill-placed climbing anchors, vandalism,
gunfire or motorized traffic can break or erode fragile features. These features likely exist
throughout the D-E NCA. However, comprehensive surveys of the D-E NCA for these features
have not been completed.

Mineral Use

Previous mineral activity that occurred in the NCA included gold prospecting, obtaining gravel
(several county gravel pits), and flagstone quarrying. The D-E NCA has also seen exploration for
uranium, particularly in the 1950s and 1960s. These uses are no longer allowed within the D-E
NCA, except in the case of valid existing rights that predate the Omnibus Act.

The Omnibus Act withdrew the D-E NCA from

“1. all forms of entry, appropriation, or disposal under the public land laws; 2.
location, entry, and patent under the mining laws; and 3. operation of the mineral
leasing, mineral materials, and geothermal leasing laws.”

This withdrawal was subject to valid existing rights that existed prior to the Omnibus Act. There
is one existing mining claim in the D-E NCA, which is located upstream of Rattlesnake Gulch
along the Gunnison River. The holder of this claim has legal right to access, explore, and mine.
All other claims that were in existence prior to the Omnibus Act have since expired.
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Paleontology

The fossil treasures of the D-E NCA were specifically cited as a purpose of the
Dominguez-Escalante area’s designation as an NCA in 2009. In the D-E NCA, fossil-bearing
sedimentary rocks range in age from Triassic to Quaternary (245 million years ago to present)
and include parts of the three great periods of earth history during the Phanerozoic (phaneros,
meaning visible, zoic, meaning life) eon, encompassing the Paleozoic, Mesozoic, and Cenozoic
eras. This is a span of geologic time extending about 542 million years from the end of the
Proterozoic Eon (which began about 2.5 billion years ago) to the present. Roughly 38.5 percent or
81,801 acres of the planning area’s surface (Map 3-2) has either Morrison or Chinle Formation on
the surface, and these formations have produced many scientifically significant fossils (Potential
Fossil Yield Classification or PFYC Class 4-5).

The D-E NCA has 76 identified paleontological fossil sites according to an overview report
prepared by Uinta Paleontological Associates (Trujillo 2011). More will certainly be found. There
are currently 3 active quarry sites in the D-E NCA for research purposes. In the spring of 2010,
one of these quarry sites produced the skull of an ankylosaurid, a rarely found armadillo-like
dinosaur, which garnered significant publicity throughout the State of Colorado. Other significant
sites include the Burrit Bone Bed and the Young Egg Locality. The Burrit Bone Bed is an in-situ
bone bed containing vertebrae, ribs and additional fossils from a Supersaurus vivianae, only the
second one discovered to date. The Young Egg Locality was the site of a Jurassic dinosaur nest
where egg shells and some teeth and other skeletal materials were discovered and excavated
between 1987 and 2007. Some vertebrate paleontological resource areas within the D-E NCA
have been vandalized.

The geology of the D-E NCA spans a time of roughly 1.7 billion years. Table 3.1 below contains a
list of major rock units from oldest to youngest, their PFYC classification, and some of the fossils
that have been found in each unit.

Table 3.1. Paleontological Resources by Geologic Rock Unit

Potential Fossil
Geologic Unit Yield Classification Fossils Found in This Geological Unit
(PFYC)
Modern Alluvium PFYC 2 Modern bison (buffalo)
Ancient Alluvium PFYC 3 Musk ox, invertebrates, and plants
Glacial drift of Pinedale and Bull None known
.. PFYC 3
Lake Glaciations
Dinosaurs (two duck-billed dinosaurs), marine reptiles
Mancos Shale PEYC 3 (plesiosaurs and mosasaur.s), fish, sh.arks, clams,
oysters, ammonites, scaphites, baculites, mollusks,
plants, crinoids, and others
Dakota Sandstone PFYC 3 Dinosaur tracks, plant fragments
Dinosaurs, including a meat-eating theropod; petrified
Burro Canyon Sandstone PFYC 3 wood, cycads, Tempskya (fern) wood, and plant
impressions that include leaves and flowers
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Potential Fossil
Geologic Unit Yield Classification Fossils Found in This Geological Unit
(PFYO)

Dinosaurs, including the large plant eating
sauropods: Apatosaurus (Brontosaurus), Barosaurus,
Brachiosaurus, Camasaurus, Diplodocus, Supersaurus,
and Ultrasaurus; the meat-eating theropods:
Allosaurus, Ceratosaurus, Torvosaurus, and others;
and the bird-hipped ornithopods: Dryosaurus,
Camptosaurus, iguanodontids, Stegosaurus,
Mymoorapelta, and others; fish (Coccolepis, and
one other), lizards, turtles, crocodilians (including
Morrison PFYC 4-5 Fruitachampsa and Goniopholis), a pterosaur and
five families of small primitive mammals (including
docodonts, triconodonts (including Priacodon
fruitaensis), multituberculates, symmetrodonts,
dryolestid eupantotheres, and possibly monotremes,
and a new form named Fruitafossor windscheffeli);
various invertebrates, including fresh water clams,
gastropods (snails), ostracods, conchostrachans, and
others; and plants, including conifer trees, seed fern
trees, horse tails, cycads, and others

Summerville PFYC 3 Gastropods (snails)

Entrada PFYC 3 Tracks of small meat-eating dinosaurs
Kayenta PFYC 3 Possible tracks of small meat-eating dinosaurs
Wingate PFYC 3 Tracks of small meat-eating dinosaurs

Glen Canyon Group PFYC 3 See Kayenta, and Wingate

Metoposaurs (giant amphibians), phytosaurs (large
“armored crocodiles™), tracks of various amphibians

Chinle PFYC 4-5 and reptiles, lungfish burrows, insect tracks, and worm
and other invertebrate burrowings

Moenkopi PFYC 3 Tracks of various insects, amphibians, and reptiles

Biotitic Gneiss, Schist, Migmatite PFYC 1 No fossils

Granitic rocks of under 1,400 million PEYC 1 No fossils

years ago

GI:aI.IItIC rocks of 1,400 to 1,700 PFYC 1 No fossils

million years ago

Granitic rocks of over 1,700 million PFYC 1 No fossils

years ago

The Potential Fossil Yield Classification or PFYC system

This system rates the potential for geologic units to contain significant fossil resources. This
classification system predicts that fossils might be found in particular formations, on the basis of
past scientific experience. Five classes were developed, with Class 1 having very low potential
for containing fossils and Class 5 having very high potential. Two geologic formations in the
D-E NCA are rated as Classes 4-5 and often require paleontology surveys prior to any surface
disturbance—these are the Morrison and Chinle Formations. Table 3.2 shows the acreages of
different PFYC classes within the D-E NCA (also see Map 3-2).

Table 3.2. Potential Fossil Yield Classes in D-E NCA

PFYC Class Acres Percentage
1 5,755 2.6
2 8,352 3.82
3 122,586 56.1
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PFYC Class Acres Percentage
4-5 81,701 374
Sources: I No. 2008-009 and Handbook H-8270-1, General Procedural Guidance for Paleontological Resource
Management (BLM 1998¢c); PFYC = potential fossil yield classification

3.2.2. Biological Systems

Section 3.2.2 deals with the biological systems of the D-E NCA, including priority vegetation and
habitats, special status species and communities, fish and wildlife, noxious and invasive weeds,
fire and fuels, and soils and water quality. Climate and climate change are also included in this
section because of their influence on the biological systems of the D-E NCA.

3.2.2.1. Priority Species and Habitats

The planning team went through an extensive process to consider priority biological species and
communities so that future management could be based on a comprehensive understanding

of species and habitat/vegetative community relationships. As part of this process, the BLM
identified vegetation/habitat types and species (plants or wildlife) that would be priorities for
management and would thus require special management consideration and attention. Seven
vegetation/habitat types, covering nearly all of the D-E NCA, were selected as priorities. These
are desert shrub/saltbush, pinyon-juniper woodlands, sagebrush shrublands, ponderosa pine,
mountain shrub, riparian systems, seeps and springs and aquatic systems, which are all described
in this section. Desert bighorn sheep and Colorado hookless cactus were identified as priority
species, as they require special management consideration and attention beyond management of
their broader habitat types. Habitat for other special status species, fish and wildlife (including
big game) are largely managed through management of the priority vegetation or habitat types
listed in this section.

After identifying the key attributes and associated indicators of health for each priority species
and vegetation the planning team established standards for each indicator so that its current
condition could be summarized as “poor,” “fair,” “good,” or “very good.” The gap between
current and desired condition were used to define objectives for management. Objectives were
focused particularly on key attributes that were determined to currently be in “fair” or “poor”
condition. This planning process is based on the “Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation”
training given by the BLM’s National Training Center. For more detail on indicators, please
see Appendix A.

These indicators should be considered additional to the Colorado Standards for Public Land
Health, which the BLM is required to meet (or make progress toward meeting) in the State of
Colorado (BLM 1997 and Appendix D). Table 3.3 shows the results of the last round of land
health assessments in the D-E NCA for the vegetation standard, Standard 3 (also see Map 3-7).
These assessments were completed between 2007 and 2009. It should be noted that land health
assessments have not been completed for 7 percent of the D-E NCA. The majority of these acres
were not assessed, because of access difficulties or because they fall outside of current grazing
allotments. For a description of the issues that have contributed to land health problems within
the D-E NCA, see the more detailed descriptions for each vegetative community below.

The Colorado Plateau Rapid Ecoregional Assessment (CPREA) is an ecoregional-level document
to be used as an informational tool by the BLM. The CPREA identifies “change agents™ associated
with specific “conservation elements.” Change agents include both natural and anthropogenic
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disturbance factors, and conservation elements include ecological systems as well as wildlife
species. Current distribution data layers used in the CPREA are not significantly different from
BLM layers used for D-E NCA PPSV analyses. The CPREA addresses certain ecological systems
as conservation elements, which mirror the priority vegetation/habitats chosen for PPSV in the
D-E NCA RMP. Specifically, the PPSV identifies “desert shrub/saltbush,” whereas the CPREA
identifies “inter-mountain basins mixed salt desert scrub”; PPSV identifies “pinyon juniper
woodlands,” whereas CPREA identifies “pinyon juniper shrublands”; PPSV identifies “sagebrush
shrublands,” whereas CPREA identifies “inter-mountain basins big sagebrush shrublands”; PPSV
identifies “mountain shrub,” whereas CPREA identifies “Rocky Mountain Gambel’s oak-mixed
montane shrubland.” Both PPSV and CPREA identify “Riparian vegetation.”

Table 3.3. Results of Recent Land Health Assessments in Upland Sites in the D-E NCA

Land Meeting LHA

Standard

Land Meeting LHA
Standards

Standards with
Problems

Land Not Meeting
LHA Standards

Land Not Completed

Standard 3, Healthy

162,207 acres (74%)

29,176 acres (13%)

10,797 acres (5%)

15,708 acres (7%)

Native Communities

Desert Shrub/Saltbush

The desert shrub/saltbush vegetative community commonly occurs on saline and other droughty
soils in the driest portions of the D-E NCA below 6,000 feet. This vegetative community occupies
21 percent of the D-E NCA (Map 3-3). The following shrubs characterize this drought-tolerant
vegetation type: shadscale (Atriplex confertifolia), Gardner saltbush (Atriplex gardneri), mat
saltbush (Atriplex corrugata), black greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus), four-wing saltbush
(Atriplex canescens), black sagebrush (Artemisia nova), winterfat (Krascheninnikovia lanata),
snakeweed (Gutierrezia sarothrae), and prickly pear cactus (Opuntia polycantha). The shrubs
listed above occur in varying amounts, and in various combinations depending on the soil type
and disturbance history of the area. Native grasses in this vegetation type include galleta grass
(Pleuraphis jamesii), bottlebrush squirreltail (Elymus elymoides), Salina wild rye (Leymus
salinus), and Indian rice grass (Achnatherum mymenides) on better condition sites. Many different
forbs occur, with some of the most common including wild buckwheats (Eriogonum spp.), wild
onions (A/lium spp.), and biscuitroots (Lomatium and Cymopterus spp.).

The health of a number of “nested” special status species is tied to the health of this vegetative
type. “Nested” species are those species that rely on the health of other plant and animal species.
Note that not all of these species are currently found in the D-E NCA. These species are as follows:

e white-tailed prairie dog (Cyomys leucurus), BLM sensitive species

e burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), BLM sensitive species

e black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes), ESA endangered

e ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis), BLM sensitive species

e longnose leopard lizard (Gambelia wislizenii), BLM sensitive species

e midget-faded rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis concolor), BLM sensitive species
e milk snake (Lampropeltis triangulum taylori), BLM sensitive species
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® Montrose bladderpod (Lesquerella vicina), BLM sensitive species
e Colorado desert parsley (Lomatium concinnum), BLM sensitive species
® various migratory birds

Colorado hookless cactus (Sclerocactus glaucus), a federally threatened plant species, and desert
bighorn sheep, a BLM sensitive species, can also be found in this vegetative community within
the D-E NCA. These two species were identified as priority species, because they require special
management beyond management of the health of their habitat. Besides desert bighorn sheep,
other big game species within this vegetative type include mule deer and pronghorn.

BLM staff identified four attributes and indicators for evaluating the condition of the desert
shrub/saltbush vegetative community within the D-E NCA. These are shown in Table 3.4, with
additional detail located in Appendix A. The D-E NCA’s desert shrub/saltbush communities are in
a “fair” or “poor” condition for four of the five attributes/indicators listed. A high concentration
of land health problems are found in this vegetative community as a result of the following:

e Proximity of this vegetative community to Highway 50, the communities of Whitewater and
Delta and utility corridors, which has led to repeated disturbance.

e Vulnerability of the soils and vegetation to prolonged drought, and the difficulties this presents
to recovery from disturbance.

e Presence of a historic domestic sheep travel corridor through the Hunting Ground area that lies
between the Gunnison River and Highway 50. This corridor was used to transport sheep from
the San Juan Mountains to low elevation grazing country in Utah, which altered the vegetative
composition of this area of the D-E NCA.

e [oss of native grasses and perennial forbs, which is thought to be largely a result of historic
overuse by livestock.

e Vulnerability to noxious/and or invasive weeds such as cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum) and
halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus), which can prevent the re-establishment of native plants
and can lead to significant soil problems. These plants often dominate areas as a result of
disturbance and/or over-utilization by livestock and wildlife.

Table 3.4. Attributes for Evaluating Desert Shrub/Saltbush

. . Condition Rationale for Fair or
Attribute Indicator Data Source Rating Poor Condition Rating
Percent of acres with Too few acres have
Plant functional insignificant deviation from |Land health « \ . .
Poor sufficient cover of native

group composition |expected functional group |assessments arasses and forbs.

composition
i . Too many acres are not
E(l)?lrllt ()ngic(;lel/s Percent of acres meeting Land health “Fair” me(z:tin (}),r meestin w(i)th
P Land Health Standard 3 assessments & &

dominance problems.

Percent of acres with less Too many acres have
.Unde.rstory, . than 10% relative cover of Land health “Poor” infestations by invasive
invasive species . : X assessments

understory, invasive species plants
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. . Condition Rationale for Fair or
Attribute Indicator Data Source Rating Poor Condition Rating
. . Ecological site
Elst}lrbance Percent of acres in early seral inventory and land “Good” Not Applicable
egime stage

health assessments

For more detail, see Appendix A, Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation.

Pinyon-Juniper Woodlands

The pinyon-juniper woodlands vegetative community occurs between 5,800 and 7,500 feet,

and occupies more of the D-E NCA (61 percent) than any other vegetation type (Map 3-3).
The pinyon-juniper woodland is dominated by Utah juniper (Juniperus osteosperma) and
Colorado pinyon pine (Pinus edulis) in varying proportions, depending on soil, slope aspect, and
elevation. There is typically a sparse and variable understory that may contain remnant shrubs
like Wyoming big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata wyomingensis), birchleaf mountain-mahogany
(Cercocarpus betuloides), Utah serviceberry (Amelanchier utahensis), snakeweed (Gutierrezia
sarothrae), and yucca (Yucca harrimaniae). Common herbaceous understory species include
muttongrass (Poa fendleriana), Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides), and bottlebrush
squirreltail. Primary forbs in this type are western tansy mustard (Descurainia pinnata), scarlet
globemallow (Sphaeralcea coccinea), rock goldenrod (Petradoria pumila), lobeleaf groundsel
(Packera multilobata), and numerous species of Penstemon, Arabis, Astragalus, Lomatium,
Erigeron, and Machaeranthera.

The health of a number of “nested” special status species is tied to the health of this vegetative
type. All of these species are BLM sensitive species. These are as follows:

e Montrose bladderpod (Lesquerella vicina)

e Grand Junction milkvetch (4Astragalus linifolius)

Naturita milkvetch (4stragalus naturitensis)

midget-faded rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis concolor)

spotted bat (Euderma maculatum)

Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii)

fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes)

northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis)

milk snake (Lampropeltis triangulum taylorri)
e longnose leopard lizard (Gambelia wislizenii)
e various migratory birds

Colorado hookless cactus and desert bighorn sheep, both of which are priority species, because
they require special management beyond management of the health of their habitat, can be found
in this vegetative type. Mule deer and elk also use pinyon-juniper woodlands, and are important
game species in the D-E NCA.
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BLM staft identified six indicators and attributes for evaluating the condition of pinyon-juniper
woodlands in the D-E NCA. These are listed in Table 3.5.

In general, pinyon-juniper woodlands are in good or very good condition in the D-E NCA. The
most common problems associated with pinyon-juniper woodlands in the D-E NCA are associated
with old vegetation treatments that sought to increase cattle forage in stands of pinyon and juniper
in the 1960s. Pinyon and juniper are now reoccupying many of these same sites, however, the
understory is often dominated by crested wheatgrass, a non-native grass that was often seeded
onto sites following pinyon and juniper removal. This leads to low understory plant diversity. To
address this issue, many of these same sites have been mechanically retreated in recent years to
increase understory native plant diversity. Although the D-E NCA has never had commercial
timber cutting, some pinyon-juniper stands have been damaged -- 1,264 acres have been severely
degraded as a result of sustained fuel wood harvesting and road proliferation.

Table 3.5. Attributes for Evaluating Pinyon-Juniper Woodland

Rationale for Fair

Attribute Indicator Data Source C%I;(tlillt:on or Poor Condition
g Rating
803{15}3 diment Percent of acres meeting Land |Land health « e licabl
rsrtla(l)vlelrg;r?tnd Health Standard 1 assessments Very Goo Not applicable
. Ecological site
g}%ﬁ ctcli?:s Ig)fés‘i?lt of acres classified as old inventory and Ph.D. “Good” Not applicable
research

Percent of acres with
Plant functional |insignificant deviation from Land health “Good” Not applicable
group composition | expected functional group assessments

composition
Understory

Percent of acres with less than

10% relative cover of understory Land health

Invasive species “Very Good” |Not applicable

(excluding crested |. . . assessments

wheatgrass) invasive species

Presence/ Percent of acres with less than Land health

dominance of 50% relative understory cover of assessments “Very Good” |Not applicable

crested wheatgrass | crested wheatgrass

Best estimation

Presence/
abundance of based on Colorado
u o\ Population trend Natural Heritage “Very Good” |Not applicable
BLM sensitive
. Program (CNHP)
plant species data

For more detail, see Appendix A, Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation.

Sagebrush Shrublands

The sagebrush vegetative community is scattered throughout and occupies 11 percent of the D-E
NCA (Map 3-3). This vegetation type typically occurs on deeper soils at elevations ranging
from 5,000 to 7,500 feet. The sagebrush community is dominated by Basin big sagebrush
(Artemisia tridentata tridentata) at the lowest elevations, Wyoming big sagebrush (4Artemisia
tridentata Nutt. subsp. wyomingensis) at mid elevations, and mountain big sagebrush (4rtemisia
tridentata subsp. Vaseyana) at the highest elevations. Black sagebrush (4rtemisia nova) also
occurs as a dominant shrub on some soils across this elevation range. The sagebrush type may
occur on steeper, rockier sites, where it is usually successional to pinyon-juniper woodland
vegetative communities in the absence of disturbance. Snakeweed (Gutierrezia sarothrae), Utah
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serviceberry (Amelanchier utahensis), rabbitbrush (genus Ericamera or Chrysothamnus), and
four-wing saltbush (Atriplex canescens) can be secondary shrubs in this vegetation type. The
sagebrush vegetation type contains a variable understory that can include western wheatgrass
(Pascopyrum smithii), galleta grass (Pleuraphis jamesii), bottlebrush squirreltail, Indian ricegrass
(Achnatherum hymenoides), blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis), Sandberg bluegrass, muttongrass,
needle-and-thread grass (Heterostipa comata), prairie junegrass (Koeleria macrantha), and many
forbs. Among the most prominent forbs are scarlet globemallow (Sphaeralcea coccinea) and
longleaf phlox (Phlox longifolia).

The health of three “nested” special status species is tied to the health of this vegetative type.
These species are Gunnison sage-grouse (Centrocercus minimus), Grand Junction milkvetch
(Astragalus linifolius), and Brewer’s sparrow (Spizella berweri). Various migratory bird species
are also dependent on the health of sagebrush shrublands. Gunnison sage-grouse is listed as
threatened under the ESA (USFWS 2014b). It is also considered critically imperiled by the CNHP.
Deer and elk also rely on sagebrush shrublands, and are important game species in the D-E NCA.

BLM staff identified six indicators for evaluating the condition of sagebrush shrublands within the
D-E NCA. These are listed in Table 3.6. Many of the sagebrush shrublands within the D-E NCA
have been heavily manipulated for livestock grazing, including chaining in the 1950s and 1960s
to increase grass production, seeding with non-native crested wheatgrass and fire suppression.
Largely as a result of this manipulation and as a result of historic over-utilization by livestock
and big game, the sagebrush shrublands vegetative community is in less-than ideal condition
within the D-E NCA, with some indicators ranking as “poor” and “fair.” More recently, many of
these sagebrush shrublands have been mechanically treated in order to increase understory plant
diversity by removing older sagebrush and encroaching pinyon and juniper trees. Conditions in
the D-E NCA'’s sagebrush shrublands may be improving as a result of these treatments.

Table 3.6. Attributes for Evaluating Condition of Sagebrush Shrublands

Rationale for Fair
Current

Attribute Indicator Data Source . or Poor Condition
Rating .
Rating

Percent of acres with old/decadent|Land health

Age class structure
& sagebrush assessments

“Good”  |Not applicable

e Too few acres have
Percent of acres with insignificant )
sufficient cover of

Plant functional Land health

o deviation from expected “Fair” . ;
group composition . . assessments native, perennial
functional group composition
grasses and forbs
Understory invasive | Percent of acres with less than Too many acres
' o . Land health PP . :
plants (excluding 10% relative understory cover of assessments Fair have infestations of
crested wheatgrass) |invasive plant species cheatgrass
i T
Presence of crested Pegcent of acres with less than Land health o 00 many acres are
50% relative understory cover of Fair dominated by crested
wheatgrass assessment data
crested wheatgrass wheatgrass

Too few acres have
Wildlife habitat Percent of acres with 10-30% Land health “Poor” sufficient shrub

condition sagebrush cover assessment data cover for Gunnison
sage-grouse habitat

Number and size of | Number and size of sagebrush
patches patches
For more detail, see Appendix A, Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation.

Best estimation “Good” |Not applicable
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Ponderosa Pine Woodlands

The ponderosa pine vegetative community occupies a small portion of the D-E NCA (0.4
percent) (Map 3-3). Soils, climate and fire history influence where this community is found and
influence the understory vegetation found beneath the canopy of ponderosa pine. Many of the
mountain shrub species are also found in this vegetative community. The more common species
include birchleaf mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus montanus), Utah serviceberry (Amelanchier
utahensis), Gambel’s oak (Quercus gambelii), Rocky Mountain juniper (Juniperus scopulorum),
black chokecherry (Prunus virginiana), and roundleaf snowberry (Symphoricarpos rotundifolius).
The herbaceous component is generally sparse but contains many of the same grasses and forbs
found in the mountain shrub vegetative community described below.

The health of five “nested” special status species is tied to the health of this vegetative type.
These species are northern goshawk, milk snake, spotted bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, fringed
myotis — all BLM sensitive species.

The BLM identified three sets of attributes and indicators for evaluating the condition of
ponderosa pine woodlands, and they are listed in Table 3.7. Stands of ponderosa pine are
generally in good condition within the D-E NCA. In some areas, the extent of ponderosa pine may
be reduced from historical levels as a result of timber harvesting, fire suppression and vegetation
manipulation. Largely as a result of fire suppression, the FRCC of ponderosa pine stands in the
D-E NCA is in “fair” condition. Ongoing treatments designed to reduce ladder fuels in ponderosa
pine woodlands have improved the FRCC in some of these stands.

Table 3.7. Attributes for Evaluating Ponderosa Pine

Condition Rationale for Fair
Attribute Indicator Data Source 5 or Poor Condition
Rating o
Rating
Too many acres are in
Fire regime FRCC (FRCC) “Fair” an altered or unnatural
fire regime condition
. Best estimation
Understpq species | Presence of understory ladder based on specialist “Good” Not applicable
composition fuels ..
opinion
Number and size |Historical number of stands Best estimation i \ .
: based on specialist Good Not applicable
of patches relative to current number .
opinion
For more detail, see Appendix A, Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation.

Mountain Shrub

The mountain shrub vegetative community occurs at elevations ranging from 7,000-9,000 feet,
and makes up 5.1 percent of the D-E NCA (Map 3-3). Birchleaf mountain mahogany, Utah
serviceberry (Amelanchier utahensis), and Gambel’s oak are prominent components. Soils, slope,
aspect, and fire history influence the character and distribution of this vegetative community.
Common herbaceous species include elk sedge (Carex geyeri), Letterman’s needlegrass
(Acnatherum lettermanii), Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pratensis), muttongrass (Poa fendleriana),
Sandberg bluegrass (Poa secunda), bottlebrush squirreltail (Elymus elymoides), western
wheatgrass (Pascopyrum smithii), slender wheatgrass (Elymus trachycaulus), and nodding brome
(Bromus anomalus). Forbs are numerous, with many species. Among the most widespread and
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dominant are western yarrow (Achillea millefolium), lupine (Lupinus spp.), biscuitroot (Lomatium
spp.), and aspen peavine (Lathyrus lanzwertii).

The health of one “nested” special status species is tied to the health of this vegetative type. This
species is Columbian sharp-tailed grouse (7ympanuchus phasianellus columbian, BLM special
status). Various migratory birds also rely on this vegetative type. Big game like elk and deer
utilize mountain shrub communities within the D-E NCA.

BLM staff identified four sets of attributes and indicators for evaluating the health of this
vegetative community (see Table 3.8). These indicators were used to determine the current
condition of this vegetative community. The mountain shrub vegetative community is currently in
“good” or “very good” condition within the D-E NCA. It is less prone to invasion by non-native
plants like cheatgrass. Its relative health can also be explained by the fact that it is not found in
close proximity to any major highways, utility rights-of-way or residential areas.

Table 3.8. Attributes for Evaluating Mountain Shrub

Rationale for Fair

Attribute Indicator Data Source Cond}tlon or Poor Condition
Rating c
Rating
Number of acres in early, mid and Best estimatiqn . .
Age class structure ’ based on specialist “Good” Not applicable

late age classes

opinion
Plant functional Perc.e‘?t of acres with insignificant Land health « ’ .
... |deviation from expected Very Good” |Not applicable
group composition assessments

functional group composition

Percent of acres with less than Land health
10% relative understory cover of “Good” Not applicable
. . . assessments
invasive plant species

Understory
invasive species

Percent hedging by big game and | Land health

Plant vigor domestic livestock assessments

“Very Good” |[Not applicable

For more detail, see Appendix A, Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation.

Riparian

Riparian areas are a form of wetland transition between permanently saturated wetland and drier
upland areas. These areas exhibit vegetative or physical characteristics reflective of permanent
surface or subsurface water influence. Typical riparian areas are lands along, adjacent to, or
contiguous with perennially and intermittently flowing rivers, streams, glacial potholes, and
shores of lakes and reservoirs with stable water levels. Excluded are such sites as ephemeral
streams or washes that do not exhibit vegetation dependent on free water in the soil (BLM 1998a).
There are 101 miles of lotic riparian habitat in the D-E NCA (Map 3-4).

Even though riparian and wetlands areas occupy only a small percentage of land, these areas
provide a wide range of functions critical to many different wildlife species, water quality,
scenery, and recreation (National Research Council 2002). Riparian resources were specifically
singled out as one of the 14 purposes for the D-E NCA’s designation in the Omnibus Act of 2009.

The health of many special status species is tied to the health of this vegetative type. These species
are considered “nested” species for this vegetative/habitat type: canyon tree frog, southwest
willow flycatcher, bald eagle, yellow-billed cuckoo, longnose leopard lizard, big free-tailed bat,
spotted bat, Townsend’s big-eared bat, fringed myotis and waterfowl. Various migratory birds and
big game species are also dependent on the health of the riparian habitat type.
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A set of seven attributes and indicators was developed for evaluating riparian health in the D-E
NCA. These indicators should be considered additional to Standard 2 (riparian systems) of the
Colorado Standards for Public Land Health, which the BLM is required to meet (or make progress
toward meeting) in the State of Colorado (BLM 1997 and Appendix D). Also see Map 3-8 for the
results of the most recent assessment of riparian proper functioning condition.

Measures for evaluating the health of the Gunnison River were made separate from measures
for tributaries to the Gunnison River, because the BLM’s ability to influence the management of
the Gunnison River is limited within the planning area. These limitations include public-private
interface, development along the riparian corridor (roads, utility corridors and railroad), and lack
of control over water flows needed to maintain healthy riparian vegetation.

Table 3.9 describes the current condition of riparian resources within the D-E NCA. As can be
seen from the table, riparian areas along tributaries of the Gunnison River are in better condition
than the river itself. Invasive species composition is in “poor” condition on the Gunnison River,
whereas it is in “very good” condition on tributaries. Declining presence of wetland obligate
species, as well as unnatural structural diversity, in riparian areas also appear to be problems for
the D-E NCA'’s riparian communities. Both of these issues are largely a result of decreased
water flows and increased channelization along the D-E NCA’s streams and rivers, which
prevent establishment/retention of wetland obligate species and important structural species
like cottonwoods.

Table 3.9. Attributes for Evaluating Riparian Health

Condition | Rationale for Fair or Poor

Attribute Indicator Data Source Rating Condition Rating
Elirveéfuel load on Gunnison Fuel load BLM greenline data “Good” Not applicable
T e | BLM po
Stream functionality functi Prop functioning condition “Good” Not applicable
nctioning data
condition

Percent variation
from present
Presence of saline grasslands |conditions in
saline grasslands
in riparian zones

Best estimate based on

specialist opinion Good Not applicable

Percent of sites

Invasive species composition with less Fhan . Too muph of the riparian
. . 20% relative BLM greenline data “Poor” vegetation along the

on Gunnison River . . . .o .
cover of invasive Gunnison River is invasive
plants
Percent of sites

Invasive species with less than

composition/dominance 20% relative BLM greenline data “Very Good” |Not applicable

(excluding Gunnison River) |cover of invasive
plants

Presence of wetland obligate |Trend in obligate BLM greenline data “Fair” Too many riparian areas are

species plant cover

losing wetland plant species
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proportions of
willows and
cottonwoods

Attribute Indicator Data Source Cond.1 LD | L el -f(.)r Fair or L
Rating Condition Rating
Percent of sites
fl?splfi?tlonrgic Too few acres have natural
Vegetation structural diversity BLM greenline data “Fair” proportions of willows and

cottonwoods

For more detail, see Appendix A, Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation.

Seeps and Springs

In the arid environment of the D-E NCA, springs are crucial to both livestock and wildlife. Seeps
and springs are affected by the spread of noxious/and or invasive weeds and trampling, whereas
droughts can have a delayed impact on water flow in seeps and springs. Drought and surface
water diversion within the seep/spring recharge area can lead to loss of wetland obligate plant
species and loss of seeps entirely.

The BLM conducted a spring inventory within the planning area starting in 2007 through 2010
(Map 3-9). Springs were inventoried and 19 water rights were filed on these springs. In the most
rugged sections of D-E NCA, more springs and seeps may yet be discovered — usually emerging
from formations in canyon walls, where permeable layers lay next to impermeable formations.

Seeps are also critical to some rare plant species, which may occur exclusively in areas watered
by seeps. Management of the Eastwood’s monkey-flower, a BLM sensitive plant is “nested”
under management of this habitat type. The health of these “nested” species is tied to health of the
riparian vegetation and habitat type.

The BLM identified eight sets of attributes and indicators for evaluating the health of the D-E
NCA’s seeps and springs. These are shown in Table 3.10. Although data are limited regarding
seeps and springs in the D-E NCA, BLM specialists’ opinion suggests that many of these
indicators are currently in “fair” condition in the D-E NCA. Decreasing size of seeps and springs,
non-native weeds on seeps and springs and trampling were all identified to be management
concerns in the D-E NCA. Note that although the BLM’s inventory may indicate that the number
of seeps may be decreasing over our period of record, this could be due to natural variations in

local climate, which are outside of the land manager’s control.

Table 3.10. Attributes for Evaluating Health of Seeps and Springs

composition/dominance

perennial species
present

specialist opinion

. . Condition | Rationale for Fair or Poor
Attribute Indicator Data Source Rating Condition Rating
Number of
Groundwater hydrology lil:lh?rlllgngaifihe BLM GIS data “Good” Not applicable
recharge area
Size of indicator |Best estimate based on « ’ .
Groundwater hydrology seeps specialist opinion Good Not applicable
{:I(:(ric:ntricr)lf :eeps Too many seeps and springs
Invasive species \C Springs Best estimate based on PR, have non-native plants
with non-native Fair

present (e.g., tamarisk,
Canada thistle, bull thistle)
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Attribute Indicator Data Source Rating Condition Rating

Condition | Rationale for Fair or Poor

Presence of wetland obligate |Trend in obligate |Best estimate based on

. e s “Fair” are losing wetland obligate
plant species cover specialist opinion

plant species

Too many seeps and springs

Number of seeps
with continued |Best estimate based on

e s “Good” Not applicable
presence of rare |specialist opinion

Rare plant presence

plants
Percent of seeps
Surface water hydrology impacted by Best'es't imate l?ased on “Good” Not applicable
surface water specialist opinion
diversions
Presence of :
Trampling and human trampling . . Too many seep S and springs
. BLM inventory data “Fair” have shown evidence of
disturbance and human . .
. trampling/disturbance
disturbance
Percent of seeps
Number of seeps relative to current | BLM inventory data “Fair” ;l"hg: D-E NCA appears to be
. osing seeps over time
inventory

For more detail, see Appendix A, Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation.

Aquatic Systems

The water resources of the D-E NCA were specifically cited as a purpose of the
Dominguez-Escalante area’s designation as an NCA in 2009. The undeveloped nature and the
quality of many of the water courses distinguish the D-E NCA from other areas in Western
Colorado. These water resources support aquatic, riparian and terrestrial species throughout
the D-E NCA.

The Gunnison River, 33 miles of which flow through the D-E NCA planning area, constitutes
the fifth largest tributary to the Colorado River and is the only river within the D-E NCA. All of
the D-E NCA falls within the Gunnison River basin. Dominguez Creek drains approximately 24
percent of the D-E NCA’s land area, including Rose Creek, Little Dominguez and Big Dominguez
Creeks. Escalante Creek drains approximately 21 percent of the land area of the D-E NCA.

Its tributaries include the Dry Fork of Escalante, Kelso Creek and North Fork. The only other
perennial stream in the D-E NCA (besides a short section of Kannah Creek in the northeastern
part of the D-E NCA and pieces of East Creek along the northern boundary) is Cottonwood Creek,
which is part of the Roubideau Creek watershed. Roubideau Creek drains approximately 8 percent
of the D-E NCA'’s land area. The remaining land area of the D-E NCA (approximately 53 percent
of the D-E NCA) is drained into the Gunnison River by intermittent and ephemeral streams.

The planning area contains 115 miles of fish-bearing streams (Map 3—10). There are more miles of
fish-bearing stream than perennial stream, as the lower portion of Cottonwood Creek is identified
as non-perennial. This segment of creek can go dry seasonally (fall), but it does flow most years,
which facilitates seasonal use of the creek by fish. Waters known to contain fish include Big
Dominguez Creek, Cottonwood Creek, Escalante Creek, the Gunnison River, Kelso Creek, Little
Dominguez Creek, North Fork Escalante Creek, Rose Creek, Kannah Creek, and East Creek.

Seven special status fish species occupy the creeks and river of the D-E NCA, and one (humpback
chub) is indirectly influenced by management. Five of these species are listed under the ESA. The
health of all eight of these species within the D-E NCA is tied to the health of the aquatic systems
that form their habitat. These “nested” species are as follows:
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e bonytail (Gila elegans), federally endangered

e humpback chub (Gila cypha), federally endangered

e razorback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus), federally endangered

e Colorado pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus lucius), federally endangered

e green lineage cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii spp.), currently considered federally
threatened

e roundtail chub (Gila robusta), BLM sensitive
e bluehead sucker (Catostomus discobolus), BLM sensitive
e flannelmouth sucker (Catostomus latipinnis), BLM sensitive

The BLM identified seven sets of attributes and indicators for evaluating the health of hydrological
and aquatic systems in the D-E NCA. See Table 3.11 for a description of current condition in
the D-E NCA.

In-channel habitats in the D-E NCA are in good condition, and streams are largely in balance
with the sediment loads and geological land form setting in which they reside. Good mixes of
riffles, runs, and pools exist and provide habitat diversity and complexity for a diversity of aquatic
species. Flows within the Gunnison River are heavily regulated due to the presence of upstream
reservoirs. This reduces, and alters the timing of, peak flows within the D-E NCA and limits the
creation and maintenance of important microhabitats such as backwaters, side channels, and
flooded bottomlands -- all important for native fishes.

Using historic stream-flow data from U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) gage No. 09152500
(Gunnison River near Grand Junction, CO), the BLM developed a rating system to evaluate the
hydrologic regime of the Gunnison River (Figure 3.2). Ratings were derived from percentile
rankings when compared to stream flow during the pre-dam period of record (e.g., monthly
average of average daily flows represented by “natural” conditions or the pre-dam period of
record versus monthly average of average daily flows represented in the current flow regime).
The “natural hydrograph” is depicted by the monthly median value of the average daily mean for
the pre-dam period of record.

The BLM assumes the “natural hydrograph” represents the highest benefit to resource values

as both the timing and volume of seasonal stream flows are critical to development of stream
morphologic conditions and aquatic habitat for native species. Channelization and riprapping
along the banks of the Gunnison River has also altered natural stream sinuosity, morphology, and
floodplain development further prevented the creation of microhabitats. It is recognized that BLM
management actions alone will not alter the current rating, as stream flow in the Gunnison River
is largely controlled by upstream and downstream water rights.
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Gunnison River Stream flow at USGS Gage #09152500
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Figure 3.2. Gunnison River Stream Flow at USGS Gage No. 09152500

The Gunnison River within the planning area contains 87 percent native fishes (by total number of
fish) including federally endangered species, BLM sensitive species, and other native fishes. As a
result, the Gunnison River is currently considered to be in “good” condition with regard to overall
species composition. Tributary streams contain mixes of both native and non-native fishes. The
warm-water (downstream) portions of Escalante, Cottonwood, and Big Dominguez Creeks contain
predominantly warm-water native fishes and are in “good” condition. The cold-water (upstream)
reaches of Big and Little Dominguez, and Escalante and North Fork Escalante, and Cottonwood
and Kelso Creeks provide good to excellent quality habitat. However, these streams are currently
occupied primarily by non-native fish species, thus they are considered to be in “poor” condition.

Flows within the smaller tributary streams are largely natural, but variable, and this is based
primarily on regional and local climatic conditions. Flows vary greatly throughout the year, with
high flows occurring from snowmelt in late spring, and base flows in late summer through winter.
Peak flows tend to occur from summer convective storms and are localized and very flashy. Late
summer/fall flows are a factor for year-round occupations by fish and other aquatic wildlife.

The BLM has a working partnership with the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB),
evidenced in part by a MOU between BLM and the CWCB that establishes a framework for
working cooperatively on water issues on BLM lands in Colorado. This partnership recently led
to the establishment of instream flow water rights to support water-dependent values on Big

and Little Dominguez Creeks. The BLM and the CWCB cooperated on gathering data and
worked closely with stakeholders within the Big and Little Dominguez Creek watersheds to gain
support for instream flow protection. The BLM then formally recommended that the CWCB
appropriate instream flow water rights on the Creeks, the CWCB appropriated the recommended
flows, and the two agencies worked together on developing an instream flow application and an
accompanying enforcement agreement. The instream flow appropriation for Big Dominguez
Creek and Little Dominguez Creek is unique, because it does not contain specific flow rates and
timing. Rather, the CWCB applied for all annually available flow on the creeks, and developed a
quantified estimate of future non-Federal water use for the private properties on the top of the
Uncompahgre Plateau that are in and immediately adjacent to these two watersheds. The estimate
was designed to allow land owners to maintain existing land uses and viable agricultural practices,
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and considered relevant factors including elevation, climate, soils, water availability, and historic
water use practices. This “development allowance” was restricted to a maximum annual volume
that will allow natural hydrologic variability in these stream systems to continue.

Table 3.11. Attributes for Evaluating Health of Aquatic Systems

quality

as good in the
Pfankuch stability
rating

on specialist opinion

Attribute Indicator Data Source Cond‘i HONNN Rauiona f or Fair or oy
Rating Condition Rating
Natural sinuosity, channel
Gunnison River channel Percent. . migration, and floodplain
channelization and |BLM GIS data “Fair” development has been
movement . . :
riprap along banks restricted by anthropogenic
factors.
The timing and volume of
Gupnison River hydrologic Hydrog‘raph USGS water flow data “Fair” stream flow peaks and base
regime/surface water comparison flows are altered from natural
(pre-dam) conditions.
Presence/abundance of native |Percent native fish |BLM and CPW fish “Good” Not licabl
fish in the Gunnison River in Gunnison River |sampling 00 ot applicable
. . Best estimate based on
Trll?utary creek hydrologic Hydrog.rap h specialist opinion and “Good” Not applicable
regime/surface water comparison ) .
intermittent data
Percent native fish
Tributary creek warm-water |in warm-water BLM and Division of “Good” Not applicable
fish composition reaches of tributary | Wildlife fish sampling PP
creeks
Miles of tributary
Aquatic habitat connectivity tcireeks avallabll ¢ Best.es.t imate l?ased on “Good” Not applicable
or use by native |specialist opinion
warm-water species
Percent of native o Non—natiye trout dominate
Cold-water fish composition |fish in cold-water BI.‘M 'and DIVISIOH.Of “Poor” the aquatic systems of the
reaches Wildlife fish sampling cold-water tributaries of the
D-E NCA
Percent of
cold-water
Cold-water aquatic habitat ﬁtgiﬁg?iﬁfam Best estimate based “Good” Not applicable

For more detail, see Appendix A, Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation.

3.2.2.2. Special Status Species and Natural Communities

Special status species are those species (plants, animals or fish) with populations that have
declined to the point of substantial Federal or State agency concern. Special status species include:

e Any species that is listed, is a candidate for listing, or is proposed for listing as threatened or
endangered by the USFWS or National Marine Fisheries Service under the provisions of

the ESA.

e Any species designated by each BLM State director as sensitive, a category that is normally
used for species that occur on Bureau-administered lands for which the BLM has the capability
to significantly affect the conservation status of the species through management.
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e Any species that is listed by the State of Colorado in a category implying potential danger of
extinction.

Federally threatened and endangered species and designated critical habitat crucial to species
viability are managed by the USFWS in cooperation with other Federal agencies to support
recovery. For listed species that have not had critical habitat identified and designated, the BLM
cooperates with the USFWS to identify and manage habitats to support the species.

The BLM also identified special natural communities within the D-E NCA, using information
collected by the CNHP. Special natural communities were defined as those that meet CNHP’s
standards for exemplary (i.e., of high quality), or imperiled (i.e., rare). A description of these
natural communities is included within this section of the Proposed RMP.

The BLM planning team went through an extensive process to consider priority biological species
and communities so that future management could be based on a comprehensive understanding
of species and habitat/vegetative community relationships. As part of this process, the BLM
identified vegetation/habitat types and species (plants or wildlife) that would be priorities for
management and would thus require special management consideration and attention. Seven
vegetation/habitat types, covering nearly all of the D-E NCA, were selected as priorities. Desert
bighorn sheep and Colorado hookless cactus were identified through this process as priority
species, as they require special management consideration and attention beyond management of
their broader habitat types. For this reason, these two species are considered Priority Species in
the section below, followed by all other special status species. Habitat for non-priority special
status species, fish and wildlife (including big game) are largely managed through management
of the priority vegetation or habitat types listed in this section.

After identifying the key attributes and associated indicators of health for each priority species
and vegetation the planning team established standards for each indicator so that its current
condition could be summarized as “poor,” “fair,” “good,” or “very good.” The gap between
current and desired condition were used to define objectives for management. Objectives were
focused particularly on key attributes that were determined to currently be in “fair” or “poor”
condition. These indicators should be considered additional to the Colorado Standards for Public
Land Health, which the BLM is required to meet (or make progress toward meeting) in the State
of Colorado. For more detail on indicators, please see Appendix A.

This planning process is based on the “Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation” training
offered by the BLM’s National Training Center.

Desert Bighorn Sheep

The desert bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsoni), is a subspecies of bighorn sheep that occurs
in seven states (CO, TX, CA, AZ, UT, NM, NV) across the desert Southwest regions of the
United States. Smaller than their Rocky Mountain cousins, desert bighorn sheep are well adapted
to living in the desert heat and cold. There is no documented evidence that desert bighorn sheep
occurred in Colorado when European settlers first arrived. However, archeological evidence,

the close proximity of historic desert bighorn populations in Utah, and suitable desert bighorn
habitat in southwestern Colorado make it likely that desert bighorns did historically occur in
southwestern Colorado in at least small numbers. (George, Kahn, Miller, and Watkins 2009, page
5). In contrast to deer and elk, bighorn sheep populations historically declined sharply during the
early settlement years of the West and have never recovered. Fewer than 80,000 bighorn sheep
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are believed to roam the west from Canada to Mexico, compared to an estimated 1.2 million head
of bighorn that existed at one time (Krausman and Shackleton 2000). Desert bighorn sheep are
considered by CPW as Tier 1 for management for inventory, habitat protection and improvement,
disease prevention, and research (Holland and Broderick 2013), and are therefore managed as

a BLM sensitive species.

The Dominguez Canyon desert bighorn herd is currently estimated to be the second largest of
four herds or bands in Colorado. Table 3.12 shows the most recent population estimates for
Colorado’s desert bighorn herds (also see Map 3—11).

Table 3.12. Numbers of Desert Bighorn Sheep by Herd in Colorado

Hunting Unit Location Number
S64 Upper Dolores River 70
S63 Middle Dolores River 45
S56 Black Ridge 200
S62 Uncompahgre (Dominguez) 160
Source: George, Kahn, Miller, and Watkins 2009, updated through B. Banulis, personal communication, September
6, 2012, and S. Ducket, personal communication, September 6, 2012.

All four Colorado bands were transplanted from out-of-State populations. The Dominguez herd
was released into the Big Dominguez Creek drainage in 1983 (10 sheep from Arizona), 1984 (10
sheep from Arizona), and 1985 (21 sheep from Nevada in two transplants). Additional sheep
releases occurred in the Roubideau Creek drainage in 1991 (18 sheep from Arizona) and 1993
(20 sheep from Nevada). In 1995, 181 sheep were counted during a June helicopter survey. In
the late 1990’s, the population was estimated to be approximately 250 sheep. A Pasteurella
pneumonia outbreak occurred in the population in 2001-2002. In 2001-2002 very few lambs were
observed and the population appeared to decline dramatically. Only 27 sheep (with a ratio of five
lambs per 100 ewes) were observed during the 2002 helicopter survey. The population appeared
to rebound in 2004 and 2005. In 2005, 100 sheep (with a ratio of 69 lambs per 100 ewes) were
classified during coordinated helicopter and ground surveys (Watkins 2005). Currently, the
population is estimated at 160 individuals. This falls between the middle to upper population
goals for the herd established by CPW.

The BLM identified 3 sets of attributes and indicators to evaluate the health of desert bighorn
sheep in the D-E NCA (Table 3.13). Although the herd’s current population size is rated as
“good,” the D-E NCA’s desert bighorn sheep have a current rating of “poor” for the potential for
disease transmission due to overlap between desert bighorn sheep range and domestic sheep/goats.

Table 3.13. Attributes for Measuring the Health of Desert Bighorn Sheep

] ] Condition | Rationale for Fair or Poor
Attribute Indicator Data Source Rating Condition Rating
Popu!atlon structure and Lamb to ewe ratio CPW surveys “Good” |Not applicable
recruitment
There is overlap between
Potential for disease Overlap of domestic desert bighorn sheep
o sheep and goats with |[BLM and CPW GIS data| “Poor” |range and domestic sheep
transmission .
desert bighorn sheep allotments, as well as
domestic goats
Population size Flve—yegr average of CPW surveys “Good” |Not applicable
population size
For more detail, see Appendix A, Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation.
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Research has been rapidly evolving in regard to disease transmission between wild and domestic
sheep. Most recently, research conducted out of Washington State documented transmission in a
field setting (Lawrence et al. 2010). Working groups have formed periodically at national and
regional levels to evaluate risks and develop management suggestions, often incorporating both
scientific experts as well as stakeholders affected by scientific conclusions and management
recommendations. Because the operating environment and exact mechanisms related to disease
transmission in the field can be so complex and can require detailed laboratory testing to prove
definitively, most of these working groups have put substantial effort into deliberately and
carefully characterizing management conclusions related to disease, as well as the scientific
research on which they are based. As an example, the USFS, the BLM Colorado State Office,
Colorado Department of Agriculture, Colorado Woolgrowers, and the Colorado Division of
Wildlife signed a memorandum of understanding in 2009 that included the following conclusions
relating to disease (USFS 2009):

e Contact between bighorn sheep and domestic sheep increases the likelihood of respiratory
disease outbreaks in bighorn sheep

e Not all disease outbreaks and reduced recruitment in bighorn sheep can be attributed to contact
with domestic sheep

The Wild Sheep Working Group of the WAFWA recently updated a series of management
recommendations designed to reduce the risk of association and disease transmission between
wild and domestic sheep (Wild Sheep Working Group 2012). These recommendations include
proactive mitigation measures for land management agencies and domestic sheep grazing
operators.

The identification of organisms that cause pneumonia in bighorn sheep following contact with
domestic sheep remains unresolved (Wehausen, Kelley, and Ramey 2011), possibly due to
disease complexity (multiple pathogens) and the limitations of research tools. There is literature
documenting pneumonia outbreaks and die-offs in bighorn sheep populations with no known
recent prior contact with domestic sheep (Goodson 1982). However, documented pneumonia
epizootics are absent in the large expanse of wild sheep range in Canada and Alaska where there
have been almost no opportunity for direct or indirect contact with domestic sheep, suggesting
that association between domestic and wild sheep is a causal factor in the introduction of these
pathogens into wild sheep herds (Hoefs and Cowan 1979; Hoefs and Bayer 1983; Monello,
Murray and Cassirer 2001; Jenkins et al. 2007).

There is uncertainty whether contact between bighorn sheep and domestic sheep is the only cause
of disease transmission and subsequent population declines in bighorn sheep. Uncertainty among
some researchers includes the following issues:

e The mechanisms and causal agents leading to epizootic disease events in bighorn sheep are
not completely understood.

e The hypothesis that bighorn sheep have a high likelihood of contracting fatal respiratory
disease following contact with domestic sheep has not been conclusively demonstrated in
wildland conditions.

e Bighorn sheep die-offs have occurred in the absence of domestic sheep.

e Sources of error or omission and data limitations have not been addressed.
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e Research evaluating disease transmission between the species lacks proper experimental design
that is not accounted for.

Ward et al. (1997) did not conclusively attribute a bighorn sheep die-off in Nevada to disease
transmission, although he did note that the die-off occurred after domestic sheep were detected on
those ranges. The study also found Pasteurella spp. isolates in both species, which is suggestive
of a disease transmission event. Miller et al. (2012) concluded that an invariant relationship
between a single agent and field outbreaks has not yet been proven, in part due to methodological
limitations and practical challenges associated with developing rigorous study designs. Miller et
al. (2012) identified a need to develop predictive models for outbreaks, as uncertainty remains as
to whether outbreaks are due to endemic or recently introduced agents.

Lack of evidence of disease transmission between domestic sheep and bighorn sheep in wildland
environments is largely circumstantial. An increasing body of evidence demonstrates that bighorn
sheep near domestic sheep are at risk for disease transmission, even though contact may not have
actually been observed. Monello, Murray, and Cassirer (2001) concluded that bighorn sheep
herds classified in a pneumonia-induced die-off category were located significantly closer (less
than 15 miles) to federally managed domestic sheep grazing allotments than those in a non die-
off category (more than 25 miles).

Where study findings infer disease transmission between the species, improper experimental
design or other flaws in research design are sometimes identified as problematic. However, these
studies have been published in recognized scientific publications and have undergone standard
scientific peer review prior to publication (USFS 2010b). The analysis of impacts to bighorn
sheep from domestic sheep grazing in this document rely on a large body of peer-reviewed and
published literature, spanning several decades. While there are gaps in the knowledge base
regarding the causal factors and mechanisms of bighorn sheep die-offs and disease transmission
between these species, the vast majority of literature supports the potential for inter-species
disease transmission, documents bighorn sheep die-offs near domestic sheep, and supports the
management option of keeping these species separate to prevent disease transmission (Wild Sheep
Working Group 2012; Wehausen, Kelley, and Ramey 2011). Scientists with varying viewpoints
recommend that the species be kept separate until disease transmission is better understood
(USFS 2010b; Foreyt 1994; Foreyt, Snipes, and Kasten 1994).

When domestic and wild sheep or goats have opportunities to intermingle (depending on
proximity of domestic to wild populations), and when population trends indicate that disease may
be a factor in a population, the risk of disease transmission becomes a management concern.
Domestic sheep and goats are present in the D-E NCA in proximity to desert bighorn, making
the risk of disease transmission to wild sheep a management concern. There are currently five
domestic sheep allotments within the D-E NCA, four of which fall within desert bighorn sheep
range (see livestock grazing section for more details). Risk of association assessments using two
spatially explicit models were conducted for livestock allotments to determine the likelihood of
association between desert bighorn sheep and domestic sheep on all allotments within the D-E
NCA (see Appendix C). Of the 17 allotments (all livestock types) in the D-E NCA, 8 were

rated as “moderate risk” of association and 9 were rated as “high risk” of association using this
assessment (Map 3—12). For the five domestic sheep allotments, one was rated as “moderate
risk” and four were rated as “high risk.” It is possible for Pasteurella disease transmission from
domestic cattle to bighorn sheep, but is very rare (Drew, Rudolph, Ward, and Weiser 2014). While
disease transmission from domestic cattle to bighorn is unlikely, both current cattle and sheep
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allotments were assessed for risk of association to inform management in the future if allotments
where to be considered for a change in livestock from domestic cattle to sheep.

The presence of domestic goats in Little Dominguez Canyon is a unique aspect of the Dominguez
Canyon Wilderness due to the continued occupancy of a homestead that was deeded to the BLM
by Mr. Billyie E. Rambo. He continues to maintain his residence in the Wilderness under a “life
lease” agreement, and has maintained a small flock of goats in the bighorn core area, since before
the bighorns were introduced. Association between goats and wild bighorn sheep is a concern
from a disease transmission standpoint, because goats are not as “gregarious” (i.e., likely to group
together) as some breeds of domestic sheep. In addition, the lack of a herder or monitor makes it
difficult to detect when intermingling occurs.

CPW has documented association between domestic goats and desert bighorn sheep in the
Dominguez Canyon Wilderness (Plank, personal communication, 2012). Domestic sheep
permittees within the D-E NCA have reported very little commingling between desert bighorn
sheep and domestic sheep within the D-E NCA. Domestic sheep grazing is a historical use of
the D-E NCA and such grazing was in existence prior to the initial transplants of bighorn sheep
into the area in 1983. However, the results of the models presented in Appendix C suggest the
potential for association between domestic and wild sheep is highly likely within the D-E NCA.

Colorado Hookless Cactus

Colorado hookless cactus (Sclerocactus glaucus) was identified as a priority species for the D-E
NCA, as it requires the BLM to identify special management beyond management of its habitat.
Listed as threatened under the ESA, the Colorado hookless cactus was formerly called the Uinta
Basin hookless cactus. In 2009, USFWS determined that the Uinta Basin hookless cactus (S.
glaucus) was three distinct species: S. glaucus, S. brevispinus, and S. wetlandicus (Federal
Register, 74 FR 47112, September 15, 2009). The small, barrel-shaped cactus has straight spines
(hence the name “hookless”) and pinkish-purple flowers.

Habitat for this species includes rocky hills, mesa slopes, and alluvial benches in desert shrub
communities at elevations from 4,500 to 6,000 feet (Lyon and Kuhn 2010). The Uinta Basin
Recovery Plan estimated that 15,000 individual plants occur in the Gunnison River population
(USFWS 1990). Recent surveys conducted by the BLM near Delta, Colorado, suggest total
population size and distribution may be much larger than originally thought. In 2010, the USFWS
estimated that Colorado had a known population of 19,000 individuals of Colorado hookless
cactus in Delta, Montrose, Mesa and Garfield Counties (USFWS 2010). One of two population
centers 1s found on alluvial river terraces of the Gunnison River from near Delta, Colorado to
southern Mesa County, Colorado (USFWS 2010). Although data collected by the BLM and
CNHP show that there are 101 principal occurrences of S. glaucus in Colorado, 40 are within
the D-E NCA.

In the most current CNHP survey of D-E NCA for hookless cactus, all A-ranked occurrences
are in the Uncompahgre Field Office side of the D-E NCA, along the Escalante Road east

of the Gunnison River, in Wells Gulch and on McCarty Bench, west of the Gunnison River
(Lyon and Kuhn 2010). B-ranked occurrences inside the D-E NCA include Leonard’s Basin,
Big Dominguez Creek and Cactus Park (Lyon and Kuhn 2010). The difference between A and
B ranking is excellent versus good viability.
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Threats to the species within the D-E NCA include habitat degradation as a result of encroachment
of non-native halogeton and cheatgrass, off-road vehicle use, collection, as well as habitat
alteration by livestock. Predation by rabbits and cactus-borer beetle (Moneilema semipunctatum)
may also be a significant source of mortality (USFWS 2010). Additional studies are currently
underway to determine the long-term, population-level effects of livestock grazing on Colorado
hookless cactus.

The BLM identified three sets of attributes and indicators for evaluating the health of Colorado
hookless cactus populations in the D-E NCA (Table 3.14). All of these attributes are currently
ranked as “good.”

Table 3.14. Attributes for Measuring the Health of Colorado Hookless Cactus

Condition | Rationale for Fair or Poor

Attribute Indicator Data Source Rating Condition Rating

Percent of sites with
less than 10% relative
cover of invasive
plants

Habitat quality CNHP specialist opinion Good Not applicable

Percent of populations

. . 0
Population structure and | with at least 5% of CNHP specialist opinion Good Not applicable

recruitment the population being
small individuals
Twenty year trend in The number of individuals
Population size number of individuals | CNHP Good is increasing within multiple
in known populations populations in the D-E NCA

For more detail, see Appendix A, Planning for Priority Species and Vegetation.

Other Special Status Species

Plants

Within the D-E NCA, the distribution and presence of most of the special status species is known
from CNHP inventories, project-related biological surveys, land health assessments, and other
information (Map 3—13). Seven special status plant species (six BLM sensitive, one federally
threatened) have either been documented or have suitable habitat associated with the D-E NCA.
The six BLM sensitive species (this excludes Colorado hookless cactus, a federally threatened
species that is described in the preceding subsection) are described below.

Habitat for the Grand Junction milkvetch includes sparsely vegetated sites, often within the
Chinle and Morrison formations and selenium-bearing soils, in pinyon-juniper and sagebrush
communities at 4,800 to 6200 feet in elevation. Plants often occur on rocky slopes and in canyons.
Current knowledge indicates that the species is confined to the east side of the Uncompahgre
Plateau. According to the 2010 CNHP D-E NCA Rare Plant Survey, 10 populations are scattered
in the Big and Little Dominguez canyons, Bar X Bench, Triangle Mesa, Gibbler Mountain, and
Escalante Canyon. CNHP element occurrence is ranked excellent and good.

Habitat for the Naturita milkvetch includes the cracks and ledges of sandstone cliffs and flat
bedrock areas with shallow soil development, within pinyon-juniper woodlands at elevations of
5,000 to 7,000 feet. This species occurs on mesas adjacent to the Dolores River and its tributaries
in Montrose and San Miguel Counties. Recent surveys have found additional populations in

the Mesa County portion of the D-E NCA, and the species appears to be more abundant than
originally thought. There are two known Naturita milkvetch occurrences, totaling approximately
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100 individual plants within the D-E NCA. The highest ranking occurrence (Good) is in Unaweep
Canyon.

Eastwood s monkey-flower occurs exclusively in hanging gardens in the shallow alcoves

or horizontal cracks of sandstone canyon walls at 4,700 to 5,800 feet in elevation. Several
subpopulations occur in a series of seep alcoves along Escalante Canyon. CNHP records indicate
there are approximately seven principal occurrences in the D-E NCA. All appear to be on the
north slopes of Escalante Creek. The majority of the occurrences are A-ranked by CNHP.

The Montrose bladderpod occurs in sandy-gravel soil comprised mostly of sandstone fragments
over Mancos Shale adobe soils, primarily in pinyon-juniper woodlands or pinyon-juniper and
salt desert scrub mixed communities at 5,800—7,500 feet elevation. The species occurs less often
in sandy soils in sagebrush steppe communities. Distribution centers are on the Uncompahgre
River Valley in south Montrose County and north Ouray County, with most occurrences near
the town of Montrose. However, an outlying subpopulation persists near Escalante Canyon

just south of the Delta County line. CNHP ranks the species as Imperiled, and the majority of
occurrences are A-ranked.

Habitat for Colorado desert parsley occurs in adobe hills and plains on rocky soils derived from
Mancos Formation shale, primarily in shrub communities dominated by sagebrush, shadscale,
greasewood, or scrub oak communities at 5,500—7,000 feet elevation. This species has not yet
been documented in the D-E NCA but has the potential to occur. CNHP ranks the species as
Imperiled/Vulnerable, with individual occurrences ranging from A-ranking to C-ranking.

The Osterhout s cryptantha occurs in reddish-purple decomposed sandstone, in barren dry sites.
Elevation ranges from 4,500 to 6,100 feet. In Colorado the species is limited to Mesa County,
with the main populations centering on Rabbit Valley and Gateway. Although the species has not
been recorded within the D-E NCA, suitable habitat is present.

Reptiles

The following special status reptiles (all State species of concern and BLM sensitive species)
occur or have the potential to occur in the D-E NCA:

Longnose leopard lizards are found in stands of greasewood and sagebrush with a large
percentage of open ground. The species has not been recorded in the D-E NCA but is likely to
occur in the lower elevations of the D-E NCA.

The midget faded rattlesnake has been recorded in the D-E NCA. Observations in the Grand
Junction Field Office suggest the species is typically observed in or near rocky outcrops.

The milk snake has not been recorded in the D-E NCA but has been recorded adjacent to the
Gunnison and Colorado Rivers upstream and downstream of the D-E NCA. The species utilizes a
wide range of habitats and is likely to occur in the D-E NCA.

Amphibians

Three special status amphibian species occur or have the potential to occur in the D-E NCA. All
three of these species are both State species of concern and BLM sensitive species.

The canyon tree frog is largely restricted to riparian areas in rocky canyons. It is typically found
along streams among medium to large boulders, from desert to desert grassland and into oak-pine
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forests. It is found in rocky canyons throughout the D-E NCA. The species is common in
Escalante Canyon and in Big and Little Dominguez Canyons.

The Great Basin spadefoot occurs mainly in sagebrush flats, semi-desert shrublands, and
pinyon-juniper woodland. This species digs its own burrow in loose soil or uses those of
small mammals, and it breeds in temporary or permanent water, including rain pools, pools in
intermittent streams, and flooded areas along streams. The species has not been confirmed in
the D-E NCA but is likely to occur.

The northern leopard frog generally inhabits permanent water with rooted aquatic vegetation.
The species has been observed along the Gunnison River within the D-E NCA during surveys
conducted in 2008.

Birds

There are 16 special status bird species that occur, or have the potential to occur, in the D-E
NCA. These are described below.

The northern goshawk, a BLM sensitive species, is not known to occur on the D-E NCA. Most
breeding habitat likely exists on National Forest Service lands adjacent to the D-E NCA. Foraging
may occur within the D-E NCA, especially during the winter. Breeding habitat in the D-E NCA
is generally marginal for this species and is likely restricted to isolated stands of ponderosa

pine, Douglas-fir and aspen.

The western burrowing owl, a BLM sensitive species, has the potential to occur in active prairie
dog towns in the D-E NCA, within the desert shrub/saltbush vegetation type. Although survey
efforts have taken place in adjacent field offices (Beason 2008; Boyle 2012) and have located
active nests, surveys have not been conducted in the D-E NCA, and no known burrowing owl
nests are currently documented there.

The Mexican spotted owl, a federally threatened species, occurs in southwestern Colorado and has
never been recorded within the D-E NCA. Although potential habitat for the species does occur in
the D-E NCA, the closest designated critical habitat for the species occurs approximately 30 miles
southwest of the D-E NCA boundary in the San Juan Mountains of Utah.

Peregrine falcons, which are a BLM sensitive species, occur throughout Colorado. Much of the
canyon habitat within the D-E NCA could be considered potential nesting habitat. There are
three known occurrences within the D-E NCA: Escalante Canyon, lower Dominguez Canyon
and Unaweep Canyon (Map 3—14).

The golden eagle, protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, occurs throughout
Colorado. Much of the canyon habitat within the D-E NCA could be considered potential nesting
habitat. Four territories are in the D-E NCA: McCarty Bench, Broughton, Escalante Creek, and
Dry Fork of Escalante (Map 3—-14).

Bald eagles, which are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act and are a BLM
sensitive species, occur throughout western Colorado during winter months. Winter concentration
habitat (as mapped by CPW) is located along the Gunnison River within the D-E NCA. Until
recently, no known bald eagle nests were in the D-E NCA area. Several bald eagle nests have
been documented in the vicinity of Delta, CO, including one along the Gunnison River, just
outside the D-E NCA boundary and in the Unaweep Canyon area in the northeast corner of

D-E NCA (see Map 3-14).
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Habitat for the ferruginous hawk, a BLM sensitive species, occurs within the D-E NCA in the
desert shrub/saltbush vegetation type. The species has not been observed in the D-E NCA.

Various species of migratory birds summer, winter, or migrate through the D-E NCA. The habitat
diversity provided by broad expanses of pinyon juniper, sagebrush, and saltbush vegetation zones
support numerous species of birds. Western Colorado, including the D-E NCA, is considered
migratory habitat for the white-faced ibis and American white pelican. Breeding of these species
has not been recorded in the D-E NCA.

Habitat for the western yellow-billed cuckoo, which is proposed as threatened under the ESA and
is a BLM sensitive species, occurs along the Gunnison River within the D-E NCA. Yellow-billed
cuckoos have not been recorded in the D-E NCA. The Rocky Mountain Bird Observatory has
recorded two sightings approximately 25 miles east and approximately 5 miles north of the D-E
NCA. However, the species is difficult to detect and may migrate through the area or remain in
suitable cottonwood habitat within the D-E NCA. Breeding of yellow-billed cuckoos in the area
was confirmed along the North Fork of the Gunnison River.

The range of the Southwestern willow flycatcher, a federally endangered species, extends into
southwestern Colorado but is not believed to include the D-E NCA. The species has never been
recorded in the D-E NCA and the USFWS no longer lists the species as occurring in the D-E NCA.

The long-billed curlew, a State species of concern and BLM sensitive species, typically breeds
in short grass and mixed-grasslands. Breeding has also been recorded in croplands and desert
grasslands northwest of Grand Junction. The species is not known to occur in the D-E NCA, but
potential habitat exists in the Hunting Ground area.

Brewers sparrow, a BLM sensitive species, is commonly associated with sagebrush shrublands
and is likely to occur in sagebrush habitat within the upper elevations of the D-E NCA.

The black swift, a BLM sensitive species, nests within close proximity to falling water on a cliff.
It places nests in small cavities within the spray zone or directly behind sheets of falling water.
The D-E NCA provides a limited amount of potential nesting habitat for the species in Big
Dominguez and Escalante Creeks, but it is not known to occur in the D-E NCA.

Columbian sharp-tailed grouse, a BLM sensitive species, does not currently occur in the D-E
NCA. Though portions of the D-E NCA are mapped as historic habitat for the species, it is most
commonly found in high elevation grassland areas interspersed with serviceberry, chokecherry,
oak brush, sagebrush, snowberry, and aspen. This habitat type is not found within the D-E NCA.

The Cactus Park area of the D-E NCA is mapped as historic range as well as designated critical
habitat (potential) for the Gunnison sage-grouse, which is listed as threatened under the ESA
(Map 3—14). The Pinyon Mesa population of Gunnison sage-grouse occurs north of the D-E
NCA. A conservation plan for this population was completed in 2000 (Pinyon Mesa Gunnison
Sage-Grouse Partnership 2000). The number of males attending leks during annual lek counts
of the Pinyon Mesa population has been declining since 2005 (see Figure 3.3 below). This
population was augmented in 2010 with grouse from the Gunnison area. These birds were
equipped with radio transmitters, and data obtained from these birds suggest the Cactus Park
area of the D-E NCA is currently used as wintering habitat for the Pinyon Mesa population of
Gunnison sage-grouse (personal communication with Neubaum, 2011). The BLM is managing
for Gunnison sage-grouse habitat through management of the sagebrush shrublands vegetation
type. See Table 3.6 for current conditions of this vegetation type.
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Figure 3.3. Annual High Male Lek Count for the Pinyon Mesa Population

Mammals

There are six special status mammal species that occur or are likely to occur within the D-E
NCA. Note that information regarding desert bighorn sheep, one of the six mammal species, can
be found in a separate subsection.

White-tailed prairie dog, a BLM sensitive species, is considered a keystone species within the
desert shrub/saltbush vegetation and habitat type in the D-E NCA. This habitat type is found

in the lower elevations of the D-E NCA, primarily in the area known as the Hunting Ground,
between the Gunnison River and U.S. Highway 50 (Map 3—14). Currently the species is believed
to occupy less than 10 percent of its suitable habitat in the D-E NCA, suggesting population
numbers are down likely as a result of disease and/or shooting by visitors to the D-E NCA.

Kit fox, also a BLM sensitive species, currently inhabits areas north of the town of Delta and have
the potential to inhabit areas of desert shrub/saltbush vegetation type in the Hunting Ground area.
However, the species has not been documented in the D-E NCA.

Sensitive bat species are likely to utilize habitat throughout the area including snags,
caves/crevasses and abandoned mines. Of the sensitive bat species, Townsend s big eared bat
has been recorded along East Creek on the northern boundary of the D-E NCA. Big free-tailed
(Escalante Forks), Townsend's big-eared (Escalante Forks; Escalante Boat Launch Bridge),
and fringed myotis (Escalante Forks) bats have been captured or detected acoustically (Hayes,
Ober, and Sherwin 2009).

Four other special status mammal species do not currently occur within the D-E NCA, but the
D-E NCA contains either suitable habitat or could provide a corridor for dispersal. These species
are black-footed ferret, Canada lynx, Gunnison prairie dog and North American wolverine.

Fish

There are eight special status fish species that occur or have the potential to occur in the D-E
NCA. All of these species, with the exception of the green lineage cutthroat trout, are warm-water
fish species. These warm-water fish currently inhabit or historically inhabited the Gunnison River
and the lower reaches of tributary creeks within the D-E NCA.
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Bonytail, a federally endangered species, likely reside within the D-E NCA within the Gunnison
River. Bonytail are a larger main-stem river fish that prefer pool and eddy habitats. It is thought
that flooded bottomland habitats are important growth and conditioning areas for the species,
particularly as nursery habitats for young. Threats include stream-flow regulation, habitat
modification, predation by non-native fishes, pesticides and pollutants.

Humpback chub, a federally endangered species, is not known to occur within the D-E NCA. The
nearest known population is downstream near the Colorado-Utah border on the Colorado River.
However, they are addressed in this RMP, because they would be impacted by management
actions that result in water depletions. They are a large main-stem river fish that prefer deep,
swift, canyon-bound regions of the larger rivers within the Colorado River Basin. Adults require
eddies and sheltered shoreline habitats maintained by high spring flows. Young require low
velocity shoreline habitats, including eddies, and backwaters, which are more prevalent under
base flow conditions. Threats include stream-flow regulation, habitat modification, predation by
non-native fishes, pesticides and pollutants.

Razorback sucker, a federally endangered species, resides in the D-E NCA within the Gunnison
River and have been collected periodically during sampling efforts. The D-E NCA is within
Designated Critical Habitat for this species. Razorbacks prefer warm-water reaches of large rivers
within the Colorado River Basin. Adults require deep runs, eddies, backwaters, and flooded
off-channel environments in spring; runs and pools often in shallow water associated with
submerged sandbars in summer; and low velocity runs, pools, and eddies in winter. Young require
nursery environments with quiet, warm, shallow water such as tributary mouths, backwaters, or
inundated floodplain habitats. Threats include stream-flow regulation, habitat modification,
competition with and predation by non-native fish, pesticides and pollutants.

Native cutthroat trout The status of cutthroat trout in Colorado has been in a state of flux for some
time. However, recent research on cutthroat trout genetics and historic stocking practices (Metcalf
et al. 2007, 2012) and new research on cutthroat trout meristics (Bestgen, Rogers, and Granger
2013) across the State of Colorado has emerged. On the basis of this new research, the cutthroat
trout that is native to the D-E NCA is currently called the green lineage cutthroat trout. This
lineage is native to the Colorado, Dolores, and Gunnison River basins in western Colorado. It
currently resides in Kelso Creek and North Fork Escalante Creek within the D-E NCA. Research
also suggests that the true greenback cutthroat trout, a federally threatened species, was never
found in the D-E NCA and is native to the South Platte River drainage east of the Continental
Divide. However, until such time as the USFWS conducts status reviews, determines listable
entities, and makes determinations on the ESA status of cutthroat trout lineages in the State,

or changes its position regarding green lineage cutthroat trout populations residing west of

the Continental Divide, the Service is recommending that Federal land management agencies
continue to treat green lineage cutthroat trout as threatened.

Given the recent research that has helped to clear up native cutthroat trout distribution across the
State, CPW, the USFS, and the BLM are partnering to consider a project to replace non-native
rainbow trout with locally native green lineage cutthroat trout in the upper portions of the Big
Dominguez Creek watershed, including BLM lands located within the D-E NCA. Cutthroat trout
require cold, clear, well-oxygenated water with a good mix of pool, riffle, and run habitats. Adult
fish spawn in the spring and need clean gravel in which to lay eggs. They feed on a variety of
stream and terrestrial insects.
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Colorado pikeminnow, a federally endangered species, reside within the D-E NCA within the
Gunnison River and have been periodically collected during sampling efforts. The D-E NCA
is within Designated Critical Habitat for this species. Colorado pikeminnow prefer larger river
habitats but are known to use smaller tributary streams throughout the Colorado River Basin.
Adults require pools, deep runs, and eddies maintained by high spring flows. Young require
nursery habitats including backwaters that are restructured by high spring flows and maintained
by relatively stable base flows. Threats include stream-flow regulation, habitat modification,
competition with and predation by non-native fishes, pesticides and pollutants.

Roundtail chub, a BLM sensitive species, reside primarily within the main-stem Gunnison River
within the D-E NCA. However, adults use the warm-water, lower elevation portions of the larger
tributary streams (Cottonwood Creek, Escalante Creek, lower Big Dominguez Creek, Kannah
Creek, and East Creek) during the spring as spawning areas. Some adults may reside in the
larger tributary streams year-round. Young use the smaller streams as nursery habitats before
generally returning to the mainstem Gunnison River. This species prefers runs, eddies, and deep
complex pool systems with cover including woody debris and rocks. They feed on a variety of
aquatic and terrestrial invertebrates.

Bluehead sucker, a BLM sensitive species, reside in the Gunnison River and the warm-water
lower elevation portions of the larger tributary streams within the D-E NCA. Adults use the
tributary streams for spawning and adult populations may exist in the larger tributaries year-round.
Bluehead sucker prefer warm to cool streams with rocky substrates. Adults use deeper pool
habitats with good cover, whereas young prefer near shore, low velocity habitats. They eat algae,
detritus, plant debris, and some aquatic insects.

Flannelmouth sucker, a BLM sensitive species, reside in the Gunnison River and the warm-water
lower elevation portions of the larger tributary streams within the D-E NCA. Habitat includes
deep pools, deep runs, and riffles with gravel, rock, sand, or mud substrates. Adults prefer deeper
riffles and runs, whereas young prefer quiet, shallow riffles and near shore eddies. They feed on
algae, detritus, plant debris, and aquatic insects.

Special Natural Communities

The CNHP collects information regarding rare and high quality vegetative communities, in
addition to information collected regarding rare species. For the purposes of this Proposed RMP,
the BLM defined unique vegetative communities to be those that meet CNHP’s standards for
exemplary communities, meaning of high quality, or imperiled communities, meaning rare.
Ancient vegetation is also considered for the purposes of this Proposed RMP to be a special
natural community. Imperiled communities fall into one of three categories: critically imperiled,
imperiled or vulnerable. Although these vegetative communities are not special status species,
they are included within this section of the Proposed RMP.

Within the D-E NCA, four exemplary natural communities are currently documented in the
most recent CNHP report (see Table 3.15). Two of these communities are riparian vegetation
communities (those in Cottonwood Canyon and Big Dominguez Canyon), one community is
associated with natural seeps in the walls of Escalante Canyon, and one is an exemplary desert
shrub community in Rattlesnake Gulch. The hanging gardens within Escalante Canyon are also
considered imperiled or vulnerable.
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Table 3.15. Exemplary and Imperiled Native Vegetation Communities in the D-E NCA

General Location NaturalT(;(l))lenmumty Quality Status Rarity Status
Narrowleaf cottonwood/ . .
Cottonwood Canyon skunkbush Exemplary Not imperiled
[CJEII: ;Fg Dominguez Cottonwood riparian forest Exemplary Not imperiled
Rattlesnake Gulch Cold desert shrublands Exemplary Not imperiled
Escalante Canyon Hanging gardens Exemplary Imperiled
Juniperus osteospermal
. . . Hesperostipa comata .. . .
Ninemile Hill wooded herbaceous Not exemplary Critically imperiled
vegetation
Juniperus osteospermal
. Hesperostipa comata . . .
Lower Sawmill Mesa wooded herbaceous Not exemplary Critically imperiled
vegetation
Juniperus osteospermal
Hesperostipa comata .- . .
Escalante Canyon wooded herbaceous Not exemplary Critically imperiled
vegetation
Source: Lyon and Kuhn 2010

An inventory of ancient vegetation in the D-E NCA has not been completed. It is likely that some
stands of ancient pinyon-juniper woodlands can be found in the higher elevations of the D-E NCA.

3.2.2.3. Non—Special Status Fish and Wildlife

This section discusses the current condition of fish and wildlife species, excluding priority and
special status species. Note that this section is not intended to be a comprehensive list of species
found within the D-E NCA.

Within the D-E NCA, the presence and interspersion of many habitat types support a large number
of fish and wildlife species. Terrestrial species use all of the vegetation types discussed in the
Priority Vegetation and Habitats section. Elk, mule deer, pronghorn, bighorn sheep, mountain
lion, raptors, and many non-game species are found within the D-E NCA. The diversity and
populations of fish and wildlife throughout the D-E NCA provide considerable recreational
opportunity and economic benefit.

The key terrestrial wildlife species are primarily herptiles (reptiles and amphibians), birds, and
mammals. Adequate populations of terrestrial invertebrates are assumed when populations of the
vertebrate groups that prey on invertebrates are healthy, as they are in the D-E NCA.

The D-E NCA has not had oil and gas development and is now withdrawn from mineral entry.

In addition, historical uranium mining activity in the D-E NCA was limited. For those reasons,
historic and current impacts to wildlife from energy development are minimal. A good portion of
the D-E NCA is a designated wilderness and was a wilderness study area prior to designation. As
a result, these areas have minimal human impacts. This lack of industrial disturbance presents a
unique opportunity to preserve wildlife habitat into the future.
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Fish

In addition to those species addressed in the special status species section, speckled dace are
native fish in the Gunnison River and the lower and mid-range portions of the perennial tributary
streams. Non-native fishes documented in the Gunnison River include white sucker, common
carp, longnose sucker, fathead minnow, red shiner, rainbow trout, brown trout, and channel
catfish. In select tributary streams rainbow and brown trout, and to a lesser degree, white suckers
are present (Map 3-10).

Reptiles and Amphibians

The majority of reptiles occur in lower elevations and in drier habitats such as sagebrush
shrublands, greasewood flats, and pinyon-juniper woodlands. Reptiles observed in the D-E NCA
include collared lizard, sagebrush lizard, tree lizard, side-blotched lizard, prairie plateau lizard,
short-horned lizard, plateau striped whiptail, midget faded rattlesnake, desert striped whipsnake,
bull/gopher snake, and western terrestrial garter snake. The BLM conducted herpetological
surveys in 2008 and 2009. Because the focus of these surveys was on amphibians, it is notable
that the only garter snake observed was the western terrestrial garter snake (no blacknecked

or wandering garter snakes were observed).

Amphibians are associated with rivers, streams, ponds, and springs. CPW and BLM surveys
document the presence of canyon, red spotted toad, northern leopard frog, tiger salamander and
woodhouse toad across the D-E NCA planning area. Non-native bullfrogs were also documented
in areas within the D-E NCA.

Birds

Important nesting areas extend along much of the Colorado and Gunnison Rivers for water
birds, with brood concentration areas reflecting the location of important feeding areas. The
majority of the areas used occur on private agricultural lands along the Gunnison River, not on
D-E NCA-managed lands. The key water bird species include great blue herons, geese, several
species of ducks and sandhill cranes. Canada geese and other waterfowl species winter along
the Gunnison River. Important foraging areas occur on private lands in agricultural areas within
the river corridor -- both within and adjacent to the D-E NCA. Sandhill cranes use areas within
the D-E NCA as a migratory stopover in the fall and spring.

Raptors in the D-E NCA include eagles, falcons, hawks, and owls. Because they are conspicuous
and occur in fewer numbers than their prey, they serve as important indicators of overall
ecosystem health. Data are maintained by CPW on observations of most raptor species

and several species are tracked individually. Of particular note with regard to BLM habitat
management policies, are the concentrations of raptors (particularly bald eagles and peregrine
falcons) along the Gunnison River.

Blue grouse, wild turkey, and the Gunnison sage-grouse (a species listed as threatened under
the ESA) occur in the D-E NCA. High elevation forested zones in the upper elevations of the
planning area provide habitat for nesting blue grouse. Turkeys occur throughout the D-E NCA
but are found primarily in higher elevation areas. Chucker and other introduced game birds
occur at lower elevations in the D-E NCA.

Chapter 3 Affected Environment
June 2016 Biological Systems



282 Dominguez-Escalante National
Conservation Area Proposed RMP
and Final EIS

Ungulate Species

The four primary big game species in the D-E NCA are elk, mule deer, desert bighorn sheep
(discussed in a separate section) and pronghorn.

Pronghorn occur in the lower elevation desert shrub/saltbush areas of the D-E NCA, primarily in
the Hunting Ground area (Map 3—15). The D-E NCA falls within Data Analysis Unit (DAU) A-27
(Delta) for the pronghorn. This DAU is bordered by U.S. Highway 50 and the Uncompahgre
Plateau and runs from Whitewater to Ridgway. In 2009, the pronghorn population in this unit
was roughly estimated at 150-175 individuals and is expected to be declining due to poor habitat
conditions. The current pronghorn population is roughly estimated to be 85 individuals. The
population objective for the area is 350.

The overall range of mule deer includes the entire D-E NCA (Map 3-16). Summer range is found
along the Uncompahgre Plateau, production occurs in concentrated areas within the summer
range on the Uncompahgre Plateau. Winter range includes the majority of the lower elevation
slopes around the Uncompahgre Plateau, including those within the D-E NCA. The D-E NCA is
within mule deer DAU D-19 (Uncompahgre) for the CPW, and GMU 62. The DAU D-19 2013
post-hunt population estimate was 17,300, and the deer population has been declining since

the winter of 2007-08; however, in the last two years, the population has bottomed out and is
showing a slight increase. The CPW estimated 24,700 deer in DAU D-19 in 2009, which is below
the population objective of 36,000-38,000.

The overall range of elk is the higher elevations of the D-E NCA (Map 3—17). Summer range

is found on Forest Service lands on the Uncompahgre Plateau. Calf production occurs in
concentrated areas on the Uncompahgre National Forest, including a small portion of the D-E
NCA. Winter range includes the lower elevation slopes around the Uncompahgre Plateau
including those in the D-E NCA. No major migration corridors have been identified within

the D-E NCA. The D-E NCA is within elk DAU E-20 for CPW, and Game Management Unit
(GMU) 62. These units are designated and surveyed by the CPW and intended to encompass one
herd's range throughout the year. The CPW estimated 10,680 Elk DAU E-20 in 2009, which is
above the target population of 8,500-9,500 elk.

Other Mammals

The largest populations of black bears live in areas where there is Gambel’s oak and aspen, near
open areas of chokecherry and serviceberry bushes. Although black bears eat some meat and
insects, most of their diet is fruit, nuts, and vegetation. Consequently, their annual behavioral and
physiological cycle is tied to the annual cycle of plant growth and fruiting. There is summer and
fall habitat for bears in the D-E NCA. Depending on the season, food supply and gender, black
bears may weigh anywhere from 100 to 450 pounds.

Mountain lions are most abundant in foothills, canyons or mesa country. They occur in low
densities (1-5 per 40 square miles), with adult sex ratio of about 2 females per male. Female
home ranges average 54 square miles, whereas male home ranges average 108 square miles.
Mountain lions are solitary except for breeding associations lasting 1-6 days. Active year-round,
the mountain lion’s staple diet is deer. They also feed on other ungulates, coyotes, bobcats,
porcupines, rabbits and other medium sized mammals. Mountain lions are hunted in the D-E NCA.
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Coyotes live statewide in Colorado and in many areas are quite common. They forage for birds,
eggs, mice, rabbits, carrion of large wild mammals or livestock, insects and fruit. Home ranges of
coyotes are highly variable. Food availability is a major factor influencing size of home ranges
and social organization. Coyotes show great variation in their social organization: some living
singly, others in pairs (usually mates), and some live in packs.

3.2.2.4. Noxious and Invasive Weeds

The presence of weeds can be viewed as an indicator of the vegetative health of an ecosystem.
Extensive presence of weeds can be seen as an indicator of disturbances in an ecosystem.

As of 2008, the entire D-E NCA area, with the exception of the Gunnison River floodplain, was
intensively surveyed for noxious weeds (Map 3—18). On the northern side of the D-E NCA,
inventories were completed during the 2000 field season by BLM crews. Inventories were
completed on the southern side of the D-E NCA in 2008. In the State of Colorado, weeds are
classified into a system on the basis of urgency of eradication efforts. The focus of the inventory
(survey) was primarily Colorado List A and B species, and a few List C species that are rare to
the GJFO and UFO areas.

e Class A: Weed species designated by the Commissioner of Agriculture, for eradication.

e Class B: Weed species for which the Commissioner (in consultation with the State noxious
weed advisory committee, local governments, and other interested parties) develops and
implements State noxious weed management plans designed to stop their continued spread.

e Class C: Weed species for which the Commissioner (in consultation with the State noxious
weed advisory committee, local governments, and other interested parties) will develop and
implement State noxious weed management plans designed to support the efforts of local
governing bodies to facilitate more effective integrated pest management on private and public
lands. The goal of such plans will not be to stop the continued spread of List C species but to
provide additional education, research, and biological control resources to jurisdictions that
choose to require management of these species.

The BLM coordinates with counties and other entities in and around the planning area in
implementing an integrated pest management program. This cooperative effort supports the
integrated pest management program and promotes the success of Early Detection/Rapid
Response, and the treatment and re-treatment of small and large patches of noxious/and or
invasive weeds. A coordinated strategy means that there are more people looking for and treating
noxious and invasive weeds in a strategic manner on public lands (Map 3-19).

Table 3.16 summarizes the results of surveys within D-E NCA. As noted in the table, some
Colorado “B” weeds are considered “A” weeds on BLM lands within the D-E NCA. These weeds
are rare to the area and management of infestations is feasible for the weed program.

Table 3.16. State Listed Noxious Weeds Known To Occur in the D-E NCA

Species Category Primary Occurrence
Cheatgrass (Bromus List C Throughout the D-E NCA in varying amounts. Most notable in desert
tectorum) areas and lower elevation pinyon-juniper and sagebrush.
Common burdock (Arctium List C Isolated across D-E NCA in wet areas and heavily disturbed sites.

minus)
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Species Category Primary Occurrence

Halogeton (Halogeton List C Abundant in desert areas east of the Gunnison River.

glomeratus)

Hoary cress (Cardaria draba)|  List B¥ | Very rare along Divide Road and upper Gibbler area.

Redstem Filaree (Erodium List C Found on heavily disturbed sites.

cicutarium)

Russian knapweed List B Scattered small infestations in uplands. Abundant along Gunnison

(Centaurea repens) River.

Russian olive (Elaeagnus List B Isolated along Gunnison River and lower Big Dominguez Creek.

angustifolia)

Salt-cedar (Tamarisk) Gunnison River heavily infested. Isolated in Big/Little Dominguez

(Tamarix spp.) List B creeks. Found in numerous ephemeral drainages and livestock ponds.
Rare above pinyon-juniper-mountain shrub ecotone.

Spotted knapweed (Centaurea List B* None found in D-E NCA but occurs in limited amounts on National

maculosa) Forest above D-E NCA.

Yellow toadflax (Linaria List B* Occasional appearance along Gunnison River. Major infestation on

vulgaris) National Forest above D-E NCA boundary.

Sulfur cinquefoil (Potentilla List B* None found in D-E NCA but larger infestations occur on the National

recta) Forest just above D-E NCA.

Oxeye daisy (Chrysanthemum List B* Found in Escalante and Dry Fork of Escalante

leucanthemum)

Jointed goatgrass (degilops List B* None in D-E NCA but found along Hwy 50; easily moved through

cylindrica) traffic and animals.

*Considered an “A” list weed by Grand Junction and UFO Weed Program on BLM lands

The upland portion of D-E NCA, west of the river, is in good shape from a noxious and invasive
weed perspective. Of these upland areas, the Wilderness is better yet. The uplands are similar to
other upland areas of the northern Uncompahgre Plateau, where plant communities are healthy
and competitive against noxious and invasive weed invasion.

The desert area east of the Gunnison River is similar to other desert regions of the field office,
where there is a mix of healthy plant communities and those dominated by annual weed species.

The Gunnison River is similar to the Colorado and Dolores rivers, where substantial areas are
dominated by tamarisk and Russian knapweed.

Vehicles are the primary vector for weed spread (from bicycles to motor vehicles). As a result,
most weed infestations are located along roads, railroads and trails in the D-E NCA. Other
vectors include livestock and livestock developments, wildlife, hikers, wind, heavy equipment,
contaminated gravel, irrigation ditches, rivers and floods. All of the above have contributed to
weeds in D-E NCA.

The type of treatments currently being applied depends on the weed and tools available, ranging
from herbicides to hand and mechanical treatments and biological treatments. Creeping perennial
species such as Russian knapweed and hoary cress respond best to a suite of herbicide treatment.
Tamarisk is treated with a combination of methods-biological control with the tamarisk leaf
beetle, manual cutting, and herbicide applications. Russian-olive is treated with a combination of
manual cutting and an herbicide application. Another treatment method is to plant competitive
species as part of a fire rehab project or a vegetation treatment.
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3.2.2.5. Fire and Fuels

Fire Occurrence

Table 3.17 summarizes known fire occurrence within D-E NCA over the past 19 years for fires on
BLM lands (also see Map 3-20). The majority of the fires in the D-E NCA are small (i.e., less
than 10 acres), falling within the A and B size classes. Around 10 percent of the fires were larger
than 10 acres (size classes C-G). The largest were grass fires, which occurred in the valley floor
and were influenced by cheatgrass. Cheatgrass is a non-native, invasive grass that contributes to
increased fire occurrence and severity. The vast majority of these fires were caused by lightning.

Table 3.17. Fire Occurrence (Size and Acreage) 1980 to 2009

Size Class A B C D E F G
Size of Fire 0-.25 .26-9.9 10-99.9 100-299 300-999 1’00909_4’9 5,000+
Number of Fires 84 23 6 - - - -
Number of Acres 10 41 156 - - -
Note: Data calculated for the D-E NCA on January 12, 2011, using WFMI (Wildland Fire Management
Information) fire occurrence data. The majority of fires (80-95 percent) were suppressed.

Natural Fire Regime

To understand wildfire in the D-E NCA, it is necessary to ask a number of questions — the history
of wildfire, vegetation conditions and how they might vary from reference conditions, the
presence or absence of man-made structures and how controlled burns have been or might be used
as vegetative treatments. Yet the sum of all those data gives only an approximate understanding
of how wildfire might behave on any given day.

A natural fire regime is a general classification of the role fire would play across a landscape in
the absence of modern human mechanical intervention but including the influence of aboriginal
burning. The five natural (historical) fire regimes are classified on the basis of average number of
years between fires (fire frequency) combined with the severity (amount of replacement) of the
fire on the dominant over-story vegetation. Satellite data are used for classifying lands within
these fire regime groups (Map 3-21) and within the three fire regime condition classes (FRCCs)
that are described below in Table 3.19.

Although satellite data are imperfect, it does show trends and is consistent across field offices.
Professional judgment in interpreting this dataset suggests that these data are overestimating
the number of acres in the Fire Regimes III and IV. The number of acres in Fire Regime V is
probably a higher percentage than shown below in Table 3.18. This judgment is based on
recent studies in the Gibbler area of the D-E NCA that suggest that the historical fire return
interval in pinyon-juniper woodlands is near 200-300 years, and would therefore put much of
the D-E NCA into fire regime Class V. This helps explain why occurrence of large fires in the
D-E NCA is relatively infrequent.

Table 3.18. Fire Regimes within the D-E NCA (Calculated Only on BLM Lands)

Fire Regime Groups Acres Percent
I (035 year frequency and low to mixed severity-surface fires most common) 2,131 1 %
1T (0-35 year frequency and high severity-stand replacement fires) 224 0.1%
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Fire Regime Groups Acres Percent
111 (35-200+ year frequency and mixed severity) 112,999 54 %
IV (35-200+ year frequency and high severity-stand replacement fires) 43,320 21 %
V (200+ year frequency and any severity-stand replacement fires) 42,762 20 %
Unclassified (water, barren, and alpine/tundra) 7,852 4 %
Source: Information derived from LANDFIRE national data

Fire Regime Condition Class

The FRCC System (Table 3.19 below) measures the extent to which vegetation departs from
reference conditions (or how the current vegetation differs from a particular reference condition).
Departures from reference condition could be a result of changes to key ecosystem components
such as vegetation characteristics, fuel composition, fire frequency, fire severity and pattern, as
well as other associated disturbances, such as insects and disease mortality. The classification
system is used to categorize existing ecosystem conditions and to determine priority areas for
treatment as mandated by national direction (see Map 3-22).
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Table 3.19. Fire Regime Condition Class Definitions and Acreages

910¢ auny

Condition Class

Fire Regime Example Management Options

Fire Regime Condition Class 1

Acres: 38,528 (19% of D-E NCA)

Vegetation Type Percentage in FRCC 1
Desert shrub/saltbush 23%
Mountain shrub 49.1%
Pinyon-juniper woodlands 12%
Ponderosa pine 19.7%
Riparian 8.8%
Sagebrush shrublands 38.3%

Fire regimes are within a historical range, and the risk of losing
key ecosystem components is low. Vegetation attributes (species
composition and structure) are intact and functioning within a
historical range. Where appropriate, these areas can be maintained
within the historical fire regime by treatments such as fire use.

Fire Regime Condition Class 2

Acres: 149,216 (71% of D-E NCA)

Vegetation Type | Percentage in FRCC 2

Fire regimes have been moderately altered from their historical
range. The risk of losing key ecosystem components is moderate.
Fire frequencies have departed from historical frequencies by one or
more return intervals (either increased or decreased). This results in

Desert shrub/saltbush 59.5% moderate changes to one or more of the following: fire size, intensity
Mountain shrub 47.9% and severity, and landscape patterns. Vegetation attributes have been
Pinyon-juniper woodlands 79.6% moderately altered from their historical range. Where appropriate,
Ponderosa pine 68.3% these areas may need moderate levels of restoration treatments, such
Riparian 46.1% as ﬁre. use and hapd or mechanical treatments, to be restored to the
Sagebrush shrublands 57.2% historical fire regime.
Fire Regime Condition Class 3 Fire regimes have been significantly altered from their historical
range. The risk of losing key ecosystem components is high. Fire
Acres: 15,454 (7% of D-E NCA) frequencies have departed from historical frequencies by multiple
return intervals. This results in dramatic changes to one or more of
Vegetation Type Percentage in FRCC 3 the following: fire size, intensity, severity, and landscape patterns.
Desert shrub/saltbush 12.8% Vegetation attributes have been significantly altered from their
Mountain shrub 1.7% historical range. Where appropriate, these areas may need high levels
Pinyon-juniper woodlands 5.5% of restoration treatments, such as hand or mechanicall treatments, .
Ponderosa pine 99, before fire can be used to restore the historical fire regime. Non—nagve
Riparian 379, species like cheatgrass and tamarisk increase .the amount of fuels in
Sagebrush shrublands 399, the landscape and thus reduce the fire return interval for the lands

in which they are found.

Unclassified

Acres: 6,090 (3% of D-E NCA)
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Professional judgment suggests that the FRCC information above underestimates the amount of
the D-E NCA that is in FRCC 1. Much of the pinyon-juniper woodlands in the D-E NCA, which
is the area’s most common vegetative community, are likely in FRCC 1. These woodlands often
have naturally long fire return intervals (i.e., infrequent fires) that have not been significantly
altered by humans. Sagebrush shrublands, ponderosa pine, and mountain shrub vegetative
communities in the D-E NCA may currently be in FRCCs 2 and 3.

Fuel treatments have been used within the D-E NCA to reduce areas of hazardous fuel
accumulations in the Gibbler Gulch area. Roller chopping was done in several areas to reduce
large fire potential in mixed mountain brush (oak, serviceberry, mahogany) and pinyon-juniper
woodland vegetative communities. Additional treatments in this area have been used to reduce
future fire intensity in and around stands of ponderosa pine.

Wildland-Urban Interface

The wildland-urban interface (WUI) is defined as those areas in which undeveloped wildlands
meet or intermix with human development, ranging from communities and subdivisions to
isolated structures and infrastructure (such as communication sites and power lines). These areas
present a management challenge, not just from a fire perspective, but also with regard to wildlife
habitat, travel management, recreation, watersheds, and exotic species. Continuing collaboration
with the Colorado State Forest Service, county and community leaders, industry representatives,
and homeowners associations is essential in order to address some of these issues, particularly
regarding fuel management and fire suppression. Over the past eight years, numerous fuel
management projects involving extensive acreage within the planning area have been designed
and implemented in WUI areas (see Table 3.20). The Escalante and Unaweep Canyon corridors
are the most prominent examples of a WUI on the borders of or within the D-E NCA.

Table 3.20. Wildland-Urban Interface (Square Miles in the Year 2000)

Delta Mesa County,| Montrose D-E NCA All Western

County, CO CO County, CO Region States
Total WUI Area 22 72 40 134 23,640
WUI Area with Homes 2 2 1 5 3,290
WUI Area without Homes 20 70 39 129 20,350

Percent of Total

WUI Area with Homes 8% 3% 3% 4% 14%
WUI Area without Homes 92% 97% 97% 96% 86%
Source: See Headwaters Economics 2008. For an explanation of how these numbers are derived, visit
http.//headwaterseconomics.org/pubs/wildfire/metadata.php.

3.2.2.6. Soils and Water Quality

Soils form the basis for the natural biological functions of the D-E NCA. Through their
relationship with water and topography, soils dictate which vegetation is found throughout the
D-E NCA. Soils can also be fragile resources. Resource uses can lead to soil degradation, which
can have ripple effects on the other components of a natural system, with impacts to water quality,
plants, and animals (both domesticated and wild), including fish.
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Soil Types

Three surveys conducted by the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation
Service (NRCS) describe soil resources in the planning area: Soil Survey of Paonia Area,
Colorado (including parts of Delta, Gunnison, and Montrose Counties—59,629 acres);

Soil Survey of Ridgway Area, Colorado (including parts of Delta, Montrose, Gunnison

and Ouray Counties—31,235 acres); and Soil Survey of Mesa County, Colorado (118,452
acres). These data were obtained online through the NRCS Web Soil Survey (WSS) website:
http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm.

Soil types in the D-E NCA planning area vary depending on climate, topography, and geology.
The semiarid climate of the majority of the planning area is a primary influence on soil
development. Low annual precipitation, hot summer temperatures, and high evaporation rates
slow the chemical and biological processes needed for soil development and limit potential
production of vegetation. Predominately shale and sandstone parent materials coupled with very
active geological erosion also inhibit soil potential. In the higher elevations of the planning
area, annual precipitation is upwards of 20 inches, and soil potential is more limited by depth to
bedrock and the steepness of the topography than by climate. The vegetation cover in a large
percentage of these areas is dominated by brushy species. After a fire, it is highly probable that
these areas will experience significant erosion and deposition of sediment, with ash and other
debris often clogging stream channels.

Deep soils with little rock content are typically found within the interior portion of mesa tops
and alluvial valleys, whereas shallow rocky soils are found along mesa rims and the side slopes
of canyons. Classified according to soil order, the soils commonly found within the planning
area include the following:

® Aridisols (from dry climate regimes) and Entisols (with very limited soil development), found
primarily in low-elevation, more arid portions of the planning area, and containing little organic
matter throughout their vertical profile.

o Alfisols (with high levels of subsoil development) and Mollisols (with darkened, organic
matter-enriched surfaces), are predominantly at higher elevations.

Soil Characteristics

There are three key characteristics or factors related to D-E NCA soils: fragility, presence of
crusts, and salinity. Many soils are termed “fragile” in that they have shallow depth to bedrock,
minimal surface-layer organic material content and structure, soil textures that are more easily
detached and eroded, or on slopes of over 35 percent where other surface features contribute to
instability (Map 3—24). The soil map unit descriptions rate all soils in the resource area for their
susceptibility to water erosion. Wind erosion may also be a hazard, particularly when surface
litter and vegetation is removed by fire. According to NRCS soil survey data, soils on 9.5 percent
of the Federal lands within D-E NCA, or acres, meet the definition of “fragile” soils
(Map 3-23),

fragile soil or high erosion hazard:

1. Soils rated as highly or severely erodible by wind or water, as described in NRCS soil
survey reports.

Chapter 3 Affected Environment
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2. Soils on some slopes over 35 percent, particularly if they have one of the following features:

a. Surface texture is characterized as sand, loamy sand, very fine sandy loam, fine sandy
loam, silty clay, or clay.

b.  Depth to bedrock is less than 20 inches.;
c.  Erosion hazard rating is high or very high.
d. K-factor (soil erodibility potential) is more than 0.32.

In lower elevation areas with sparse plant cover, biological soil crust (BSC) provides another
important soil cover component. BSC comprises a complex mosaic of green algae, lichens,
mosses, cyanobacteria, and other bacteria (BLM 2001¢), and it serves many beneficial functions
to protect and enhance soil productivity, including acting as a stabilizer to inhibit erosion of
surface soils. BSC is most prevalent in portions of the planning area that receive below 14 inches
of annual precipitation and on terrain with less than 25 percent slope. In areas receiving higher
than 14 inches of annual precipitation, competition from vascular plants reduces the occurrence
of BSC, and on terrain with greater than 25 percent slope, erosional forces act to minimize the
establishment of BSC. Soil texture and chemistry can also be factors in determining the density
and composition of BSC communities. The BLM does not currently have thorough survey data
for BSC soils.

Saline soils are those showing an accumulation of excessive salt. Salinity concentrations in surface
soils vary according to site-specific topography, local climate, and the geologic member that
weathered to produce the soil. Shale in steep badland areas generally shows higher surface salinity
concentrations than valley fill or outwash, shale-derived soils. Within badland areas, southerly
and westerly hill slope aspects have higher surface salinity levels than more northerly aspects.
Salinity concentrations also tend to be higher in more arid portions of the planning area. Saline
soils have been mapped on over approximately 977 BLM acres within the D-E NCA (Map 3-23).

Mancos Shale is the primary shale formation that characteristically weathers to produce
fine-textured, silty clay loam soils. Additionally, the Mancos Shale is a marine-deposited
evaporate; i.e., it is a sediment resulting from the evaporation of ancient water bodies. As a result,
it often contains excessive levels of selenium (a non-metallic chemical element) and a variety of
dissolvable salts, which can degrade water quality in receiving streams when mobilized by wind or
water processes. Approximately 6,022 acres of Mancos Shale are situated within the planning unit
boundary (number derived from USGS topographical map Moab Quad at a scale of 1:250,000).

The BLM used the NRCS WSS to determine runoff potential in the D-E NCA. WSS defines four

hydrologic groups, which are based upon soil properties and qualities, and determined from field

soil surveys. The NRCS WSS defines four hydrologic groups that are based on soil properties and
qualities and derived from field soil surveys:

e Group A: soils that have a high infiltration rate when thoroughly wet, and a low runoff
potential. These soils are generally deep, well-drained to excessively drained sands or gravelly
sands. They also have higher transmissivities.

e Group B: soils that have a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet, are moderately well
drained, and t have moderately fine to moderately coarse texture. They also have moderate
transmissivities.
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e Group C: soils that have a slow infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. They consist mainly
of soils having a layer that impedes infiltration of water, or having moderately fine texture or
fine texture. They typically have a slow rate of transmissivity.

e Group D: soils that have a very slow infiltration rate and tend to have high runoff potential
when thoroughly wet. These soils consist of clays that have high shrink-swell potential, soils
with a high water table, soils with a claypan or clay layer at or near the surface, and soils that
tend to be shallow over nearly impervious material. They have slow transmissivities.

In the Escalante Creek and Dominguez Creek watersheds, blocks of land were chosen near the
mouth, middle, and upper portions of the watersheds to determine the overall average group
category for the entire D-E NCA. The lower, middle and upper portions of the Dominguez
watershed were found to be predominately in the D group, primarily due to the rock outcrops and
steepness. Approximately 60—80 percent of soils were found to be derived from rock outcrops,
with the remainder being a mix of B and C groups.

The lower Escalante creek watershed fell mostly into the D group, with 80 percent of the area
having steep rock outcrop soils. The middle Escalante Creek watershed fell into three groups,
with 40 percent D soils, 14 percent C, and 46 percent B. The B group tended to be along stream
channels, indicating deeper, better drained soils. C and D groups were generally located in the
upland areas. The upper Escalante watershed soils were predominately in the B group, which
have a moderate infiltration rate when thoroughly wet. Understanding these hydrologic soil
groups may be helpful in planning restoration activities or vegetation manipulation.

Soil Condition

Colorado has public land health standards that describe conditions needed to sustain public

land health, and relate to all uses of the public lands. In 2007, the GJFO conducted land health
assessments on the GJFO side of the D-E NCA (south of the Gunnison River, north of the USFS
boundary; and east of East Creek). In 2010, the GJFO completed land health assessments north of
the Gunnison River in the D-E NCA, and the UFO completed land health assessments for the
Escalante area.

Colorado Public Health Standard 1 applies to upland soils that show infiltration and permeability
rates appropriate to soil type, climate, land form, and geological processes. When soil infiltration
and permeability are adequate, the soil can accumulate enough moisture for optimal plant growth
and vigor and surface runoff is minimized (see Appendix D).

The BLM assessed soil resources in lands within the planning area and rated them as falling in
one of three categories based upon Public Land Health Standard 1: 1) meeting the standard, 2)
meeting the standard with problems, or 3) not meeting the standard. The soil rating for each
LHA unit is shown in Table 3.21.

Table 3.21. Findings on Public Land Health Standard 1

Land Meeting Standard | Standard 1 with Problems Land Not Meeting Land Not Evaluated
1 (Acres) (Acres) Standard 1 (Acres) (Acres)
188,401 (87%) 9,226 (4%) 4,553 (2%) 15,708 (7%)
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The D-E NCA as a whole has fair to good soil health. Soils in the assessed landscape tend to be

highly erosive, making it difficult to determine their degree of departure from natural conditions
(Map 3-6).

Current soil conditions are the result of a wide variety of activities that include historic mining,
recreation, and climate-related events. Soil resources support range and forest plant communities
that stabilize the soil surface and protect the watershed. The potential for maintaining or restoring
these communities and conserving soil resources depends on soil types and how the resources are
managed.

The BLM’s land health assessments noted excessive erosion in some areas that were chained
and reseeded with crested wheat in the 1960s for livestock range improvement. However, not
all treatments showed excessive erosion, and some untreated areas seemed to be experiencing
high levels of erosion. Loss of vegetation cover can result in reductions in soil health and
substantial increases in soil erosion. At higher elevations, woody species may need treatment
to allow more grasses and forbs to establish, reducing the potential for accelerated soil loss. In
the Hunting Ground, the BLM found that erosion tended to be accompanied by invasive species
(cheatgrass, annual wheatgrass, Halogeton infestations), a lack of perennial vegetation, and soil
compaction. Increased visitation—including foot, horse, and motorized travel both on and off
routes—may further affect soil health.

State Water Quality Standards

Surface water on public lands is regulated by the Clean Water Act, Colorado River Salinity
Control Act, Public Land Health Standards, Colorado Water Quality Standards, and other laws,
regulations, and policy guidance at the Federal, State, and local levels. The BLM strives to
manage for and sustain good water quality and adequate flows in area streams for the benefit of
people, and riparian, aquatic, and terrestrial organisms, on a watershed scale.

Surface water quality varies greatly within the planning area depending on natural and
anthropogenic factors, including geology, precipitation, vegetation cover, and land use. The
bedrock geology within a watershed is a key determinant of its water quality. In areas with
sandstone or granite bedrock, the surface water tends to be of good quality. Where marine shale of
the Cretaceous age (predominantly Mancos Shale) are exposed, water quality tends to be poorer,
with high total dissolved solids and/or selenium concentrations. Precipitation also influences
water quality. Average precipitation within the planning area ranges from eight inches in the
Hunting Ground to 18 inches or more in the higher elevations of the Uncompahgre Plateau. Most
rainfall occurs in the form of isolated, brief, intense summer thunderstorms, creating localized
floods that have the power to erode, mobilize, and transport contaminants downstream.

The headwater stream segments within the planning area flowing from the Uncompahgre Plateau
to the Gunnison River generally support good water quality, meeting or exceeding water quality
standards established by the State of Colorado. However, stream segments at lower elevations
flowing from the Grand Mesa and through marine-derived shale deposits of the Cretaceous period
(Mancos Shale) have water quality concerns, with the primary pollutants being salinity, sediment,
selenium and sulfate (SO,). Salt (including sulfates) and selenium are naturally produced

as runoff moves through surface and subsurface Mancos Shale prior to entering the stream.
However, irrigated areas underlain by Mancos Shale are the principal sources of salt and selenium
(Linard 2013). Salt and selenium are also associated with sediment, as ions tend to be bound to
soil particles. While erosion rates are naturally high in many areas, erosion tends to be accelerated
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by surface disturbance. The extent of the Mancos Shale is limited to isolated outcrops and
exposures along cliff bands adjacent to and south of the Gunnison River. In this area, most of the
Mancos Shale formation has eroded away from the landscape, exposing older sandstone deposits
(primarily Dakota Sandstone). Mancos Shale deposits north of the Gunnison River within the
planning area are also limited but become more extensive to the north where the Mancos Shale is
at or near the ground surface. These areas, although not within the planning area boundary, are
part of the contributing watersheds flowing from the flanks of the Grand Mesa to the Gunnison
River. Other sources of water quality contaminants are tied to pollution associated with upstream
runoff from urban, suburban, or rural areas; and malfunctioning septic systems and waste from
recreationists, pets, livestock, and birds. Specifically, Escherichia coli contamination is of
particular concern in the Gunnison River where waters are suitable or intended to become suitable
for recreational activities where the ingestion of small quantities of water is likely to occur.

Colorado’s water quality standards and regulations are codified in Regulation No. 31 of Title 5
CCR 1002-31 (Basic Standards and Methodologies for Surface Water). Colorado’s regulations set
forth provisions regarding the adoption of water quality-based designations for certain surface
waters and establish an antidegradation review process applicable to certain activities affecting
the quality of surface waters (CDPHE 2013b). Regulation No. 35 of Title 5 CCR 1002-35 for the
Gunnison and Lower Dolores River Basins defines the State-identified water quality standards for
the planning area (CDPHE 2013c). Colorado does not have criteria to protect the stream flow
necessary to support existing uses.

All surface waters within Colorado are organized by basin and labeled by water body
identification (WBID) stream segment. For each stream segment, the State has set water quality
standards for physical, chemical, and biological parameters that are based on the existing or
potential beneficial uses for water supply, aquatic life, recreation, and agriculture. Colorado’s list
of water quality-limited segments requiring total maximum daily loads (TMDL) fulfills Section
303(d) of the Clean Water Act, which requires that states submit to the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) a list of those waters for which technology-based effluent limitations
and other required controls are not stringent enough to implement water quality standards. For
these impaired water bodies, TMDL calculations would have to be completed to determine the
loadings from anthropogenic and natural sources and to determine the loading allocations for the
different polluting sources (CDPHE 2012b).

Colorado’s Monitoring and Evaluation (M&E) List identifies water bodies where there is reason
to suspect water quality problems but where there is also uncertainty regarding one or more
factors, such as the representative nature of the data. When water bodies are impaired but it is
unclear whether the cause of impairment is attributable to pollutants as opposed to pollution, they
are also placed on the M&E List (CDPHE 2012b). Sediment, selenium, E. coli, and sulfate
(SOy,) are currently the primary water quality contaminants of concern within the planning area
(see Table 3.24).

Affected WBID segments within the Lower Gunnison River Basin include COGULGO02,
COGULGO04a, COGULG04b, COGULGO0S, and COGULGO06, At the time of this plan,
designations based on water quality apply only to WBID segment COGULGO04a as shown in
Table 3.22. No other WBID segments satisfied criteria outlined in CDPHE Regulation 31 for
Outstanding Waters (OW) or Use Protected (UP) designation. These undesignated WBIDs are
subject to the special protection under the antidegradation review provisions set forth in section
31.8(3) of the CDPHE Regulation No. 31. However, UP-designated waters do not warrant the
special protection provided by the outstanding waters designation or the antidegradation review
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process (CDPHE 2013b). None of the WBIDs in the planning area have OW designation. A
description of the planning area’s hydrology including typical flow regimes associated with
planning area surface waters is given in the “Aquatic Systems” portion of Chapter 3.

For all WBID segments, a full suite of water quality standards have been developed by the
Colorado Water Quality Control Commission to protect the designated uses of streams in the
State. Table 3.22 below outlines stream designations, stream classifications and water quality
standards for the Lower Gunnison River Basin WBIDs within the planning area.
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WBID Des- |Classifications |Numeric Standards Temporary
igna- Physical and |Inorganic (mg/L) Metals (ug/l) Modifica-
tion Biological tions and

Qualifiers

COGULGO02 Aq Life Warm | |T=TVS(WS- |NHj;(ac/ S=0.002 As(ac)=340 Fe(ch)=WS(d- |Hg(ch)=0.01( |Temporary

1) oC ch)=TVS is) Tot) Modification:
Recreation E B=0.75 As(ch)=0.02(
D.0.=5.0 Cly(ac)=0.019 Trec) Fe(ch)=1000( |Mo(ch)=160( |Type A
Water Supply  |mg/L NO,=0.05 Trec) Trec)
Cly(ch)=0.011 Cd(ac)=TVS- Se(ch)=
Agriculture pH=6.5-9.0 NO;=10 (tr) Pb(ac/ Ni(ac/ current
CN=.005 ch)=TVS ch)=TVS conditions
E. coli=126/ CI=250 Cd(ch)=TVS
100ml Mn(ac/ Se(ac/ Expiration
S04=480 CrIII(ac)=50( |ch)=TVS ch)=TVS date of Dec.
Trec) 31,2017
Mn(ch)=WS- |Ag(ac)=TVS
CrlII(ch)= (dis) Temporary
TVS Ag(ch)=TVS- |modification:
(tr)
CrVI(ac/ As(ch)=hybrid
ch)=TVS Zn(ac/
ch)=TVS Expiration
Cu(ac/ date of
ch)=TVS 12/31/21.
COGULGO04a | UP Aq Life Warm 2 [T=TVS(WS- |NH;(ac/ S=0.002 As(ac)=340 |Fe(ch)=WS(d- |Ni(ac/
II) oC ch)=TVS is) ch)=TVS
Recreation P B=0.75 As(ch)=0.02-
D.0=5.0 Cly(ac)=0.019 10(Trec)l Fe(ch)=1000( |Se(ac/
Water Supply mg/L NO,=0.5 Trec) ch)=TVS
Cly(ch)=0.011 Cd(ac/
Agriculture pH=6.5-9.0 NO;=10 ch)=TVS Pb(ac/ Ag(ac)=TVS
CN=.005 ch)=TVS
E. coli=205/ Cl=250 CrllI(ac)=50( Ag(ch)=TVS
100ml Trec) Mn(ch)=WS-
SO&=WS (dis) Zn(ac/
Crlll(ch)= ch)=TVS
TVS Mn(ac/
ch)=TVS
CrVI(ac/
ch)=TVS Hg(ch)=0.01(
Tot)
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WBID Des- |Classifications |Numeric Standards Temporary
igna- Physical and | Inorganic (mg/L) Metals (ug/l) Modifica-
tion Biological tions and

Qualifiers
Cu(ac/ Mo(ch)=160(
ch)=TVS Trec)
COGULGO04b Aq Life Warm 2 | T=TVS(WS- |NH;j(ac/ S=0.002 As(ac)=340 |Fe(ch)=WS(d- |Ni(ac/
II) oC ch)=TVS is) ch)=TVS
Recreation E B=0.75 As(ch)=0.02-
D.0.=5.0 Cly(ac)=0.019 10(Trec)l1 Fe(ch)=1000( |Se(ac/
Water Supply mg/L NO,=0.5 Trec) ch)=TVS
Cly(ch)=0.011 Cd(ac/
Agriculture pH=6.5-9.0 NO;=10 ch)=TVS Pb(ac/ Ag(ac)=TVS
CN=.005 ch)=TVS
E. coli=126/ CI=250 CrllI(ac)=50( Ag(ch)=TVS
100ml Trec) Mn(ch)=WS-
SO,=WS (dis) Zn(ac/
Crlll(ch)= ch)=TVS
TVS Mn(ac/
ch)=TVS
CrVI(ac/
ch)=TVS Hg(ch)=0.01(
Tot)
Cu(ac/
ch)=TVS Mo(ch)=160(
Trec)
COGULGO0S5 Aq Life Cold 1 |T=TVS(CS-II) | NH;(ac/ S=0.002 As(ac)=340 |Fe(ch)=WS(d- |Ni(ac/
oC ch)=TVS is) ch)=TVS
Recreation E B=0.75 As(ch)=0.02(
D.0.=6.0 Cly(ac)=0.019 Trec) Fe(ch)=1000( |Se(ac/
Water Supply mg/L NO,=0.05 Trec) ch)=TVS
Cly(ch)=0.011 Cd(ac)=TVS-
Agriculture D.O.(sp)=7.0 NO;=10 (tr) Pb(ac/ Ag(ac)=TVS
mg/L CN=.005 ch)=TVS
CI=250 Cd(ch)=TVS Ag(ch)=TVS-
pH=6.5-9.0 Mn(ac/ (tr)
SO4=WS CrlII(ac)=50( |ch)=TVS
E. coli=126/ Trec) U(ac)=TVS
100ml Mn(ch)=WS-
Crlll(ch)= (dis) U(ch)=16.8-
TVS 301(Trec)
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WBID Des- |Classifications |Numeric Standards Temporary
igna- Physical and | Inorganic (mg/L) Metals (ug/l) Modifica-
tion Biological tions and

Qualifiers
CrVI(ac/ Hg(ch)=0.01( |Zn(ac/
ch)=TVS Tot) ch)=TVS
Cu(ac/ Mo(ch)=160(
ch)=TVS Trec)
COGULG06 Aq Life Cold 1 |T=TVS(CS-II) |NH;(ac/ S=0.002 As(ac)=340 |Cu(ac/ Ni(ac/
oC ch)=TVS ch)=TVS ch)=TVS
Recreation E B=0.75 As(ch)=7.6(T-
D.0.=6.0 Cly(ac)=0.019 rec) Fe(ch)=1000( |Se(ac/
Agriculture mg/L NO,=0.05 Trec) ch)=TVS
Cly(ch)=0.011 Cd(ac)=TVS-
D.O.(sp)=7.0 NOs=100 (tr) Pb(ac/ Ag(ac)=TVS
mg/L CN=.005 ch)=TVS
Cd(ch)=TVS Ag(ch)=TVS-
pH=6.5-9.0 Mn(ac/ (tr)
CrllI(ac/ ch)=TVS
E. coli=126/ ch)=TVS U(ac) =TVS
100ml Hg(ch)=0.01(
CrllI(ch)=100( | Tot) U(ch)=16.8-
Trec) 301(Trec)
Mo(ch)=160(
CrVI(ac/ Trec) Zn(ac/
ch)=TVS ch)=TVS

Source: CDPHE 2013¢
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Waters are classified by the State according to the uses for which they are presently suitable
or intended to become suitable (CDPHE 2013b). The classifications for stream resource use
are defined as follows:

® Aquatic Life Cold 1: Waters currently or potentially capable of sustaining a wide variety of
cold water biota, including sensitive species.

® Aquatic Life Warm 1: Waters currently or potentially capable of sustaining a wide variety of
warm water biota, including sensitive species.

® Aquatic Life Warm 2: Waters not capable of sustaining a wide variety of warm water
biota—including sensitive species—due to physical habitat, water flows or levels, or
uncorrectable water quality conditions that result in substantial impairment of the abundance
and diversity of species.

® Recreation E: “Existing primary contact” designation for waters in which primary contact
uses have been documented or are presumed to be present. This is the default designation if
no other information is available. These surface waters are suitable or intended to become
suitable for recreational activities in or on the water when the ingestion of small quantities of
water is likely to occur. Such waters include but are not limited to those used for swimming,
rafting, kayaking and water skiing.

® Recreation N: Waters not suitable or intended to become suitable for primary contact recreation
uses. This classification shall be applied only where a use attainability analysis demonstrates
that there is not a reasonable likelihood that primary contact uses will occur in the water
segment(s) in question in the next 20-year period.

o Water Supply: Waters that are or could become suitable for potable water supplies.

e Agriculture: Waters that are or could become suitable for crop irrigation and livestock watering.

The BLM reviewed the CDPHE Integrated Water Quality Monitoring and Assessment
Report—the 2012 update to the 2010 305(b) report—to determine the current status of assessment
and determination of water quality within the planning area. In Colorado, the majority of the
assessed surface water bodies fall into IR Categories 1, 2, and 3. In some cases, a complete
assessment of all uses cannot be completed, because the BLM lacks the data, but the data that
are available indicate that water quality is fully supporting at least some of the uses that were
assessed. An example would be where an aquatic life assessment was completed, but analytical
results to assess water supply uses are not available. These segments would fall into Category

2. Colorado places segments that lack topical and conclusive evidence regarding attainment of
standards on the M&E list, and they could fall into Category 2 if other uses are assessed or into
Category 3 if no other uses are assessed. Also included in IR Category 3 are those water bodies
that were not assessed or for which no data exist during the current 305(b) assessment cycle.
Segments for which an EPA-approved TMDL has been completed are placed in IR Category 4a.
In some cases, segments that were previously classified as IR Category 4a have been reassessed
and placed in Category 1, as they have attained all classified uses. Regulation No. 93, Colorado’s
Section 303(d) list of impaired waters, tabulates all those segments that require a TMDL and
tabulates all those water bodies that are classified as IR Category 5 (CDPHE 2012a). This fulfills
the requirements of Section 303(d) of the Federal Clean Water Act, which requires that states
submit to the U.S. EPA a list of those waters for which technology-based effluent limitations and
other required controls are not stringent enough to implement water quality standards. If some
impairment is suspected but data are inconclusive or inadequate, the segment is placed on the
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MA&E list (CDPHE 2012a). Table 3.23 summarizes the status of assessment and determination of
water quality within the planning area by WBID. Table data are from CDPHE 2012a.

Table 3.23. Status of Assessment and Determination of Water Quality within the D-E NCA

by WBID

ID 305(B)

305(B) Assessment Unit
Name

Designated Uses

Causes

Sources

IR
Cate-

gory

COGULGO02 7100

Gunnison River-
Uncompaghre to Colorado

NS-AQ Life Cold
1, FS-Agriculture,
FS-Water Supply,
NS-Primary Contact
Recreation

Selenium,
E.coli

Agriculture

COGULGO04a 7100

Gunnison River tributaries

FS-Secondary Contact
Recreation, NS-Water
Supply, NS-Agriculture,
NS-AQ Life Warm 2

Selenium

Agriculture

4a

COGULGO04a_7130

Wells Gulch

FS-Secondary Contact
Recreation, FS-Water
Supply, NS-Agriculture,
NS-AQ Life Warm 2,
FS-Agriculture

Selenium

Unknown

4a

COGULGO04a_7140

Whitewater Creek

FS-Secondary Contact
Recreation, NS-Water
Supply, NS-Agriculture,
NS-AQ Life Warm 2,
FS-Agriculture

Selenium,
Manganese,
Sulfates

Unknown

COGULGO05_7100

Roubideau, Monitor, and
North Fork Escalante Creeks

FS-AQ Life Cold
1, FS-Agriculture,
FS-Water Supply,
FS-Primary Contact
Recreation

Unknown

Unknown

COGULGO06_7100

Roubideau, Escalante, Little
Dominguez, Big Dominguez

FS-AQ Life Cold
1, FS-Agriculture,
FS-Water Supply,
FS-Primary Contact
Recreation

Unknown

Unknown

Table 3.24 outlines specific portions of affected WBID reaches within the planning area identified
in CDPHE Regulation No. 93 Colorado’s section 303(D) List of Impaired Waters and M&E List
(Map 3-25).Table data are from CDPHE 2012b.
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Table 3.24. WBID Segments within the Planning Area Identified in CDPHE Regulation
No. 93

WBID Segment Portion Colorado’s Clean Water Act |303(d)
Description Monitoring Section 303(d) Priority
and Evaluation Impairment
Parameter(s)
COGULGO02 Gunnison River, All Sediment E. coli H

Uncompahgre River
to Colorado River
COGULGO04a Tributaries to Wells Gulch pH
Gunnison River,
Crystal Reservoir to
Colorado River
COGULGO04b All lakes and Kannah Creek SO,
reservoirs tributary
to the Gunnison
River and not on
national forest lands
from the outlet of
Crystal Reservoir to
the Colorado River

The BLM uses findings of the Colorado Water Quality Control Commission as the basis for
Colorado Public Land Health Standard 5, Water Quality. In other words, segments found to meet
State water quality standards are also found to meet Colorado Public Land Health Standard 5.
However, although water quality in affected stream segments within the planning area may be
meeting water quality standards on the watershed or segment scale, local deviations may occur
that could result in water quality impairments on the local scale. Standards for water quality are
based on the classification or designated use of particular streams (CDPHE 2013c).

BLM and USGS Water Quality Data

The BLM and the U.S. Geological Survey also collect water quality data. These data are more site
specific than the State’s data, which generalize across the classes of tributaries described above.
Biannual water quality data were collected by the BLM from 1982 to 1994, and annually from
2009 to 2010 in Lower Dominguez; and from 1993 to 1995, 2007, and annually from 2009 to
2010 in Upper Big Dominguez. Varying degrees of water quality analysis were also periodically
conducted on portions of Escalante Creek from 1977 to 2009. Water quality and stream-flow data
are available upon request at the BLM’s Grand Junction Field Office or Uncompahgre Field
Office. The USGS operates a real-time stream gage and water quality station on the Gunnison
River near Grand Junction, CO (No. 09152500). Data from this gage can be accessed online at
the following website: http://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/uv?09152500.

BLM data indicate Little and Big Dominguez Creeks have excellent water quality. Total dissolved
solids are generally below 250 mg/L, and the waters are a calcium bicarbonate type. Water quality
in Escalante Creek is typically good, with TDS values ranging from 250 mg/L in the North Fork
to 480 mg/L at the mouth. Some elevated levels of E. coli have been reported that are due to both
livestock and recreational use at the Potholes; however, no exceedances have been measured since
the year 2000, and the State has not identified Escalante Creek as being impaired as a result of E.
coli. These streams tend to naturally convey large sediment loads from storm flows. The 303(d)
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and M&E lists do not include these streams, which are in Stream Segments 5 and 6, suggesting all
use types are supported and water quality standards are being met.

Groundwater Resources

The planning area is situated within the Dakota-Glen Canyon aquifer system and Gunnison
River alluvial aquifer system located in the lower Gunnison River Basin and structurally situated
within the Uncompahgre Uplift west of the Gunnison River (USGS 1995). The Uncompahgre
Uplift is an asymmetrical anticline plunging northwest and southeast. The average dip for the
Uncompahgre anticline slope is 2.5 degrees northeast, ranging from 2 degrees to 4 degrees.
Nearly parallel drainage from the Uncompahgre Plateau trends northeast and reflects the anticlinal
dip and other displacement, such as large-scale joints and minor faults (Brooks and Ackerman
1985). A more comprehensive background of the geology of the planning area can be found

in “Geological and Paleontological Resources” in Chapter 3. Aquifers occur in both bedrock
formations and unconsolidated quaternary sands and gravels in the planning area.

An aquifer is a groundwater reservoir composed of geologic units that are saturated with water
and sufficiently permeable to yield water in a usable quantity to wells and springs. Aquifers
provide two important functions: 1) They transmit groundwater from areas of recharge to areas
of discharge, and 2) they provide a storage medium for useable quantities of groundwater.

The amount of water a material can hold depends upon its porosity. The size and degree of
interconnection of those openings (permeability) determine the materials’ ability to transmit
fluid. Aquifers that are not completely saturated with water are termed unconfined aquifers. The
upper portion of the aquifer, where the pore spaces are only partially filled, is referred to as the
unsaturated zone. Confined or artesian aquifers are completely saturated, permeable geologic
units overlain by low permeability confining layers that prevent the free movement of air and
water between the layers. The water is thus confined under pressure and if tapped by a well, rises
to a level above the top of the aquifer but not necessarily above the land surface. A perched
aquifer is a limited unconfined aquifer with an underlying confining layer that lies above and is
separated from the regional water table by an unsaturated zone (Topper et al. 2003).

The ultimate source of groundwater is precipitation (in the form of rain, snow, or hail). The
precipitation that does not evaporate or immediately flow to rivers, streams or lakes percolates
into the ground, where some of it eventually reaches the water table. The concept of the
hydrologic cycle is central to understanding the occurrence of groundwater. The hydrologic
cycle, as the name implies, is the endless, dynamic process of the circulation of water between
the atmosphere, the oceans, and the land. The basic components of the hydrologic cycle are
shown schematically in Figure 3.4 (Topper et al. 2003). The integrated nature of the hydrologic
cycle makes groundwater vulnerable to pollution sources in the atmosphere, on or within land
surfaces, or in surface waters (Topper et al. 2003).
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Figure 3.4. General Illustration of the Hydrologic Cycle

Movement of water in the atmosphere and on the land surface is relatively easy to visualize,

but the movement of groundwater is not. Figure 3.5 (Winter, Harvey, Franke, and Alley 1998)
generalizes the movement of groundwater along flow paths of varying lengths in transmitting
water from areas of recharge to areas of discharge. In the uppermost, unconfined aquifer, flow
paths near the stream can be tens to hundreds of feet in length and have corresponding travel times
of days to a few years. The longest and deepest flow paths of confined aquifers may be thousands
of feet to tens of miles in length, and travel times may range from decades to millennia. In general,
shallow groundwater is more susceptible to contamination from human sources and activities
because of its close proximity to the land surface (Winter, Harvey, Franke, and Alley 1998).
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Figure 3.5. Generalized Movement of Groundwater Along Flow Paths of Varying Lengths
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Alluvial Aquifers in D-E NCA: Alluvial groundwater in the planning area is associated with
unconfined alluvial deposits of the Gunnison River and its tributary drainages. In the planning
area, alluvial aquifers are predominantly recharged by rainfall and snowmelt runoft at higher
elevations, although water quality studies by the U.S. Geological Survey indicate some recharge
does occur from bedrock sources. Alluvial groundwater, although relatively insignificant in
terms of total volume withdrawn (compared to total surface water withdrawals), is important for
irrigation, public and domestic water supply, and livestock uses within the Gunnison River basin
(Topper et al. 2003). On public lands in the planning area, the primary uses are for wildlife and
stock watering purposes, although one groundwater well is identified for domestic use (see Table
3.25). The alluvium of the Gunnison River basin consists of clay, silt, sand, gravel, and cobbles.
Alluvial thickness in the Lower Gunnison River basin is rarely greater than 200 feet, generally
less than 100 feet below ground surface and very thin or nonexistent in the canyon areas of the
main stem of the Gunnison River and tributaries (Topper et al. 2003).

A review of Colorado’s Decision Support Systems (CDSS) website indicates 13 permitted
groundwater wells within the planning area, of which seven are reported to be constructed and
only one was located on public land. General information pertaining to well ownership, depth,
static water levels, and geomorphic setting are presented in Table 3.25.

Table 3.25. Wells Constructed within the Planning Area

Well Permit | Land Status | Geomorphic Use Type |Well Depth (ft|Static Water Pumping
No. Setting bgs) Level (ft bgs) Rate (gpm)
31566 Public Alluvial valley | Domestic |22 5 60
95979 Private Alluvial valley | Domestic Information not available
152165 Private Alluvial valley | Domestic
152166 Private Alluvial valley | Domestic | 104 25 5
152639 Private Alluvial valley | Domestic Information not available
226752 Private Alluvial valley | Domestic
263149 Private Alluvial valley | Domestic, |115 6 Null
stock

Unconsolidated and unconfined alluvial deposits found in stream valleys contain the best
producing aquifers within the planning area, and these waters are valued for most uses on private
lands (Brooks and Ackerman 1985). Springs originating from alluvial or colluvial deposits are
common at higher elevations; all wells constructed in the planning area are located in alluvial
valley bottoms and are completed in unconsolidated alluvial deposits (CDSS 2014).

Water quality in the Gunnison River alluvial aquifer system is typically very good with most total
dissolved solids (TDS) values below the secondary drinking water standard of 500 mg/L (Topper
et al. 2003). Wells completed in alluvial deposits have been reported to produce from 1 to 750
gpm averaging 39 gpm and typically yielded calcium sulfate bicarbonate type water (Brooks and
Ackerman 1985; Topper et al. 2003). Salinity, water chemistry, and relative position of bedrock
and alluvial aquifers indicate that some alluvial aquifers receive discharge from bedrock aquifers.
Groundwater discharging from springs generally is less saline than well water, especially for those
springs with shorter flow systems. Most spring waters are a calcium sulfate bicarbonate type, but
some are of a calcium magnesium bicarbonate sulfate type (Brooks and Ackerman 1985).

The Colorado Water Quality Control Commission promulgates regulation No. 41 entitled “The
Basic Standards for Groundwater” under the authority to classify waters of the State and to
establish water quality standards to support those classifications. The regulation establishes a
system for classifying groundwater and describing those classifications by use and quality. The
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standards, when applied to specific classes of groundwater, become the baseline by which one can
establish whether water quality has been degraded or water use has been impaired or precluded.
Regulation 41 outlines both numerical and narrative standards for water quality associated with
different classifications. Water developments for livestock operations (typical on public lands
within the planning area) fall under the “Agricultural Uses” definition, which includes existing or
potential future uses of groundwater for the cultivation of soil, the production of crops, and/or
the raising of livestock. Water developments for “Domestic Uses” are those existing or potential
future uses of groundwater for household or family use, including—but not limited to—drinking,
gardening, municipal, and/or farmstead uses (CDPHE 2013a).

Bedrock Aquifers in D-E NCA: The principal bedrock aquifer system in the planning area is the
Dakota-Glen Canyon aquifer, which comprises four permeable zones referred to as the Dakota
aquifer (Dakota Sandstone), Morrison aquifer (sandstone portions of the Morrison Formation),
Entrada aquifer (associated with the Entrada Sandstone), and Glen Canyon aquifer (associated
with the Kayenta and Wingate Sandstone). Recharge occurs at higher elevations on top of the
Uncompahgre Plateau, and groundwater flows towards discharge areas as dictated by hydraulic
gradients and hydraulic properties of geologic formations. Typically, in this area groundwater
flows downdip (northeast) through permeable sandstone layers or fractures, eventually
discharging from contact zones along cliff bands or directly to alluvial/colluvial deposits, as is
evident by the occurrence of numerous springs and seeps discharging from the contact zone
between the Wingate and Chinle formations (USGS 1995).

Bedrock aquifers in the planning areas are generally sandstone and fractured bedrock such as
sandstone, shale, and siltstone. However, Precambrian basement rocks (metamorphic) may also
serve locally as a viable bedrock aquifer. Fine-grained rocks require significant fractures to
transmit and store groundwater. The extent of fractures in many of the rocks is unknown, and
aquifer characteristic data are limited. The Wingate Sandstone (Upper Triassic)was developed
for water supply in the lower Gunnison Basin, but no wells within the planning area have been
completed in the formation. Bedrock units that yield the most water to wells are the Mesaverde
Formation and the Mancos Shale (Upper Cretaceous); as well as the Burrow Canyon Formation
and the Dakota Sandstone (Lower Cretaceous). The only outcroppings of the Mesaverde
Formation in the planning area occur in the Hunting Ground, east of the Gunnison River. No
groundwater wells in the planning area have been completed in the Mesaverde formation, Burrow
Canyon Formation, or Dakota Sandstone. Figure 3.1 shows surface geologic units within the
planning area.

Well-production data show that the Burrow Canyon Formation and the Dakota Sandstone
represent the best opportunity for development in the western part of the lower Gunnison River
basin, with reported well yields ranging from 5 to 14 gpm. However, as stated previously,

no groundwater wells in the planning area have been completed in these formations, so local
aquifer characteristic data are unknown. Similarly, the Wingate and Entrada Sandstones have
produced 11-15 gpm in the lower Gunnison River basin, but the extent of these formations

on the landscape is limited, and no wells within the planning area have been completed in the
formations (Brooks and Ackerman 1985; CDSS 2014). Additionally, erosional features (deep
canyons) characteristic of the landscape effectively dissect recharge areas, limiting storage
capacity in these bedrock aquifers.

Fractured metamorphic rocks of Precambrian age found below consolidated sedimentary rocks
at most locations in the Lower Gunnison basin may be locally viable aquifers within portions
of the planning area. However, if a well is to be developed in the metamorphic rocks, the yield
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will depend on the number of fractures intersected below the water level and the well. Yield
generally decreases with greater depth, because most fractures are in the upper part of these
rocks (Brooks and Ackerman 1985). No groundwater wells completed in Precambrian rocks
exist in the planning area.

3.2.2.7. Climate and Climate Change

The planning area is located in a high plateau continental region of mesas and high desert. The
climate has been characterized by dry, sunny days and clear nights with extreme daily temperature
changes, and low precipitation. Throughout much of the planning area, average daily winter
temperatures range from a low of around 10 °F to a high of nearly 40 °F. During summer, average
daily temperatures range from around 50 °F up to 90 °F. Monthly precipitation is relatively
uniform, with minimum precipitation typically occurring during June, followed by a period of
maximum precipitation caused by summer convective thunderstorms. Higher-elevation monthly
precipitation is more uniform but contains less moisture in mid-winter snow. Snowfall typically
occurs from November through April (October through May at higher elevations), with light
accumulation. In general, total accumulated precipitation throughout the planning area was

low in 2000, 2002, and 2003, which were among the 10 driest years on record, with 2006 and
2007 among the 10 wettest years on record.

A 2007 EPA report indicates that increased atmospheric concentrations of greenhouse gases and
land use changes are contributing to an increase in average global temperature or global warming
(EPA 2007). This warming is associated with climatic variability, commonly known as climate
change, and exceeds the historic norm. Temperature changes and climactic variability are not
evenly distributed across the globe. Models and observations indicate that average temperature
increases in northern latitudes are greater than in other areas, and seasonal low temperatures are
generally increasing faster than high temperatures.

According to the CWCB, temperatures in Colorado increased by approximately 2 °F between
1977 and 2006 (Ray et al. 2008). As reported in the 2007 Colorado Climate Action Plan
developed by the State of Colorado (Ritter 2007), climate change effects within Colorado have
included the following:

e Shorter and warmer winters, with a thinner snow pack and earlier spring runoff
e [ ess precipitation overall, with more precipitation falling as rain

e Longer periods of drought

e More and larger wildfires

e Widespread beetle infestations

e Rapid spread of West Nile virus due to higher summer temperatures

While there is variability in predicted temperature changes in coming decades, recent models
suggest temperature increases in the range of 2.5 °F over the next 2 decades (Ray et al. 2008).
The Colorado Plateau Rapid Ecoregional Assessment (CPREA; Bryce, Strittholt, Ward, and
Bachelet 2012) predicts increases in average summer temperatures, and even greater increases
for the winter months. Predicted precipitation changes have been more variable, but the CPREA
predicts general precipitation declines from past conditions across the Colorado Plateau in the
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2015-2030 time period, with severe drought likely to occur in some areas. As a result of these
climatic changes, the CPREA predicts considerable change in vegetation will occur between past
conditions and 2045-2060 time-frame. The CWCB (Ray et al. 2008) has predicted climate
change impacts on Colorado to include the following:

e More frequent and longer lasting heat extremes that stress electrical utility demands
e Longer and more intense wildfire seasons

e Midwinter thawing and earlier melting of snow pack

e Lower river flows in summer months

e Water shortages for irrigated agriculture

e Slower recharge of groundwater aquifers

e More insect infestation in forests

e Migration of plant and animal species to higher elevations
3.2.3. Cultural Resources

When D-E NCA was designated on March 30, 2009, the cultural, historical and archeological
resources of the area were specifically listed as purposes for the area’s designation as an NCA.
Cultural resources are an integral part of our nation’s heritage, and represent a fundamental part of
our local history in western Colorado. By teaching the stories of the past, these resources help
explain the development of communities as they exist today.

Cultural resources are fragile and irreplaceable. They are subject not only to natural forces of
change like erosion, wildfire, and decay, but also to the effect of increasing and varied demands
placed on them. Such demands include public educational and recreation purposes or scientific
and experimental uses, as well as unique traditional, cultural or religious uses. Cultural resources
can also be destroyed or removed illegally. Such activities remove a portion of our history and
decrease the information about our past that can be passed on to future generations.

Cultural resources are concrete, material places and things. As defined by the BLM (BLM
2004b), the term “cultural resource” can refer to archaeological and architectural sites, structures,
or places with important public and scientific uses. Cultural resources may also include definite
locations (i.e., sites or places) of traditional cultural or religious importance to specified social
and/or cultural groups (see “Traditional cultural property” in Glossary). The term archaeological
resources refers to any material remains of human life or activities that are at least 100 years of
age (and may be of archaeological interest, as further defined at 43 CFR 7.3.). The BLM has a
policy of managing historical properties as defined in 36 CFR 800.16.

The D-E NCA has been occupied, with varying intensity, for almost 10,000 years. Cultural
resources include prehistoric and historic archaeological and architectural resources, as well as
Native American traditional cultural and religious properties. Prehistoric properties include stone
tool (lithic) and chip scatters, quarries, temporary camps for seasonal hunting and gathering,
extended camps, wickiup villages, hunting/kill/butchering sites, game processing areas, tree
scaffolds, eagle traps, vision quest sites, rock shelters and caves, rock art panels, trails, and
isolated finds. Historic properties (after 1860) include homesteads, trails and roads, railroads,
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irrigation ditches, reservoirs, mining sites, corrals, line camps, cabins, trash scatters and dumps,
aspen art carvings (arborglyphs), and isolated finds.

Identification of Cultural Resources

Section 106 of the NHPA requires the continued identification of cultural resources. Cultural
resources are concrete, material places and things that are located, classified, ranked, and
managed through the system of identifying, protecting, and utilizing for public benefit. Cultural
resources are identified through field inventories (i.e., surveys), historical documentation, or oral
evidence. Most cultural resource inventories done by the BLM are done in areas of proposed
ground disturbance, in support of other BLM resources and resource uses. These inventories take
into account direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the proposed projects on cultural resources.
Cultural sites discovered during inventory are evaluated for eligibility to be listed on the NRHP
and protected through site avoidance where possible.

Since 1976, Class II (statistical based sample) and III (systematic intensive) cultural resource
inventories for both research and compliance for ground-disturbing projects have been completed
on public and private lands within the D-E NCA planning area. During these surveys, cultural
sites have been recorded and evaluated in the field for eligibility to be listed on the NRHP. As
projects are authorized, consultation with SHPO makes those NRHP determinations official.
Surveys conducted in the D-E NCA for land exchanges, rights-of-way, recreational developments,
grazing projects, and research has resulted in an ever-increasing database of inventory reports and
cultural resource records.

Cultural Overview Data

In addition to site-level inventorying, broad overviews of area-wide cultural resources are called
Class I inventories. The most recent Class I inventory of the cultural resources on the Grand
Junction Field Office side of the D-E NCA is the Class I Cultural Resource Overview of the
Bureau of Land Management s Dominguez-Escalante National Conservation Area, Western
Colorado overview completed by Alpine Archaeological Consultants in 2013. Previous work
was done by Brian O’Neil in 1993, The Archaeology of the Grand Junction Resource Area:
Crossroads to the Colorado Plateau and the Southern Rocky Mountains. The data for the D-E
NCA Class I analysis in 2013 were based upon records current through February, 2012, with
the exception of radiocarbon dates that included projects through 2009. Many of the early
archaeological surveys were not conducted or reported to current standards. As a result, there was
great variability in the reports and the site forms used.

The most recent Class I inventory on the Uncompahgre Field Office (UFO) side of the D-E NCA
was completed in 2010 by Alpine Archaeological Consultants (Greubel et al. 2010). Data for the
2010 Class I analysis were based on records current through May 2010 in the UFO database, and
on records current through January 2010 on COMPASS -- an online cultural resource database
established by the Colorado Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation.

The 2013 Class I overview for the D-E NCA combines cultural resource information on the Grand
Junction Field Office and Uncompahgre Field Office portions of the D-E NCA. This analysis
would provide increased understanding of the resources of the area for better management and fill
in a significant data gap for the D-E NCA RMP.

Chapter 3 Affected Environment
June 2016 Cultural Resources



308 Dominguez-Escalante National
Conservation Area Proposed RMP
and Final EIS

Site Monitoring

Resource conditions are assessed by field observation, cultural resource inventories, and project
review. The key questions are whether there is a loss of those characteristics that may qualify
the property for listing on the NRHP or would diminish the cultural value of areas important to
Native American or other traditional communities.

These characteristics can be affected by physical destruction, damage, or alteration of the
resource; isolation of the resource; alteration of setting; neglect resulting in deterioration and
destruction; or the transfer, sale, or lease of the resource. Specific indicators include the extent or
intensity of natural weathering, erosion, wildfire, ground disturbance, grazing, recreation use,
unauthorized collection, intrusions to setting, and vandalism. This loss affects the completeness
and accuracy of the scientific information that can be derived from a resource. It also affects the
aesthetic, historic, or interpretive value of the resource, and/or the importance of the resource

in maintaining social and cultural traditions.

Both BLM cultural program staff and volunteers periodically monitor and document at-risk and
potentially at-risk cultural sites for degradation. They look at natural processes (erosion and fire)
and erosion impacts exacerbated by human activities. Potentially damaging activities include
construction, maintenance, livestock grazing, OHV use, recreation, wildlife impacts, fluid and
locatable mineral exploration and development, mineral material sales, and habitat restoration/fuel
reduction. Since any BLM initiated or authorized action strives to protect cultural resources, the
only human activity that could damage these resources is unplanned use.

Unplanned use includes unauthorized recreational vehicle use, unauthorized trail construction,
deliberate theft by illegal collection or excavation, vandalism, or the use of cultural sites that
results in damage (fires, occupation of historic structures, New Age ceremonial features, etc.).
The location of these activities is impossible to predict and may occur in spite of measures
designed to eliminate or limit them.

Data Classification

Through scientific study of cultural resources, the story of adaptation and technological change
can be told. Archaeologists simplify the description of prehistory by naming time periods that
roughly correspond to cultural attributes or traditions manifested as artifact assemblages and
features. Five broad time periods from earliest evidence to recent history, include the Paleoindian,
Archaic, Formative, Protohistoric/Native American, and Historic. These time periods are used to
record human behavior in the area. These periods make generalizations about both behavior and
technology. Table 3.26 shows the percentage of currently known sites within the D-E NCA that
fall into the cultural time periods of the area. In the case of multicomponent sites (sites with two
or more cultures represented), each component was counted separately.

Table 3.26. Cultural Time Periods Represented in D-E NCA

Culture Unit Count Percentage
Euroamerican 103 12.9
Unidentified Native American 486 61.1
Protohistoric/Historic Native American 71 8.9
Formative 58 7.3
Archaic 71 8.9
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Culture Unit Count Percentage
Paleoindian 6 0.8
Cultural Affiliation Unknown 0.1

[u—

Current Condition of Cultural Resources in the D-E NCA

Prior to designation, development patterns within the D-E NCA were of lesser impact than the
surrounding field offices. Projects within the D-E NCA were primarily range improvement
projects -- including water development and fire and mechanical treatments for increased forage
and to improve wildlife habitat. The geology of the area precluded development of oil and

gas in the area currently known as the D-E NCA. Additionally, 73,888 acres were designated

the Dominguez Canyon Wilderness Study Area in 1980. This wilderness study area prevented
certain types of development that can negatively impact cultural resources. This past management
context created a unique environment that preserved and protected cultural resources.

Within the D-E NCA, the condition of cultural resources varies considerably, due to the diversity
of terrain, geomorphology, access, visibility, and past and current land use patterns. Cultural
sites discovered during inventory are evaluated for eligibility to be listed on the NRHP and are
protected through site avoidance, where possible. If avoidance is not possible, testing for NRHP
site eligibility and mitigation of impacts through data recovery in the forms of archaeological
testing or excavation may be necessary. Consultation with the Colorado State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) is completed through the Section 106 process.

Avoidance of direct impact does not mean preservation. Staft archeologists note that many sites
continue to degrade through weathering or erosion, despite the avoidance of impact by human
visitation.

On the basis of a data set current to February 2012, approximately 165 cultural resource
inventories have resulted in the recordation of over 1,445 sites and isolated finds in the D-E
NCA, and approximately 20.9 percent (145,506 acres of the D-E NCA total of 210,012) of the
planning area has been surveyed. The data are not broadly representative, because the majority
of surveys occurred in areas of range and fuel reduction projects. This figure for area surveyed
included all cultural resources regardless of surface ownership, and thus may include inholdings,
or lands managed by the State of Colorado.

Additionally, only about 7 percent of the D-E NCA has been surveyed to current standards.
Information databases have been improved for the archiving of cultural resource data. In addition
to paper records, the Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (OAHP), the UFO, and
the GJFO have created spatial databases (GIS) to manage this information. Large block surveys
since 2000 (for hazardous fuel reduction projects through the National Fire Plan) have added
geographical balance to the dataset, and have been a major contributor to the survey and site
database.

Native American Involvement

In 2007, the BLM initiated the Ute Ethnohistory Project -- an early scoping project with Native
Americans for three BLM RMPs in western Colorado (the GJFO, UFO and D-E NCA). Scoping
presentations were made directly to the three Ute Councils (Southern Ute Indian Tribe, Ute
Mountain Ute Indian Tribe and Northern Ute Indian Tribe). This project actively involved Ute
Cultural Resource staff and traditional leaders in the identification of issues and concerns.

Chapter 3 Affected Environment
June 2016 Cultural Resources



310 Dominguez-Escalante National

Conservation Area Proposed RMP

and Final EIS

To date, one of the major issues emerging from the Ethnohistory Project is the conservation of
“heritage landscapes” -- large areas that embody not only physical cultural sites, but natural
environmental conditions that have remained relatively unaffected by change over the last
century. These landscapes could be used by Ute tribal members for field workshops and/or
resource gathering. Consultation with the Ute tribes, as well as the archaeological and historic
record, has established that the D-E NCA is part of their ancestral homeland. Traditional cultural
properties and sacred sites may yet be discovered.

Many Ute tribal members have never been on the public lands in the D-E NCA region, and are
only familiar with the general area as they travel through. At present, no locations have been
identified as sacred/religious sites by the Ute tribes. Other known cultural resources that are
affiliated with the Ute -- such as rock art, wickiup camps, trails, eagle traps, and battle locations --
are known to be of interest to the Ute. It is anticipated that our understanding of cultural resources
as heritage sites important to the Ute will change. Programs have been developed to work with
students, adults, and elders to reconnect them to their traditional lands and resources.

Existing Projects in the D-E NCA

Interpretation: Interpretive signs and handouts are available at several trailheads and other
locations. This was accomplished in partnership with the Museum of Western Colorado and with
funding support from History Colorado, State Historical Fund grants.

Active partnerships: Dominguez Archaeological Research Group (DARG), and History
Colorado are conducting joint research projects. Tribal partnership projects include the Ute
Ethnobotany Project with the Ute Indian Tribe (Northern Ute), USFS, Colorado Mesa University,
Colorado State University Agricultural Extension Service, and Museum of Western Colorado.
The Ute Ethnobotany Project brings Ute students and elders out to reconnect with their ancestral
homeland and learn more about the native use of plants for medicine, food, shelter, clothing

and more. Partnerships are in place with the Colorado Archaeological Society (CAS) Chipeta
Chapter and with Western Wyoming College to conduct surveys and implement site testing and
monitoring of individual cultural properties.

Site stewards: Volunteers are sought to formally monitor at-risk cultural resources, such as
rock-art sites, located in sensitive portions of the D-E NCA. Site stewards assist the BLM
archaeologists by monitoring for changes (both natural and human caused) at archaeological sites.
Occasionally, they join the BLM archaeologists in research surveys to learn more about the
cultural resources present on our public lands.

3.2.4. Wilderness

Definition of Wilderness

The Wilderness Act of 1964 established a National Wilderness Preservation System and identified
a wilderness area as “an area where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by man,
where man himself is a visitor who does not remain.” The Wilderness Act goes on to further
define a wilderness area as “an area of undeveloped Federal land retaining its primeval character
and influence, without permanent improvements or human habitation, which is protected and
managed so as to preserve its natural conditions and which
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1. generally appears to have been affected primarily by the forces of nature, with the imprint
of man's work substantially unnoticeable;

2. has outstanding opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation;

3. has at least five thousand acres of land or is of sufficient size as to make practicable its
preservation and use in an unimpaired condition; and

4. may also contain ecological, geological, or other features of scientific, educational, scenic, or
historical value

Section 2(a) of the Wilderness Act requires the BLM to manage wilderness areas so as to lead to,
“the preservation of their wilderness character.” Although the Wilderness Act clearly instructs
land-management agencies to protect the wilderness character of an area, it provides no definition
of wilderness character. The definition of wilderness in Section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act is used
by Federal agencies to identify four tangible qualities of wilderness character, saying a wilderness
should be: untrammeled, undeveloped, natural, and provide outstanding opportunities for solitude
or primitive and unconfined recreation.

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C.
1131-1136) direct the BLM to manage wilderness areas for the public’s use and enjoyment in
a manner that will leave these areas unimpaired for future use and enjoyment as wilderness
by providing for protection of those areas and the preservation of their wilderness character.
BLM Manual 6340 (BLM 2012d) provides the BLM with specific guidance in interpreting and
carrying out wilderness management goals for designated wilderness. The BLM accomplishes
its wilderness management goals by taking actions to preserve the four primary qualities of
wilderness character described below. However, there is inherent conflict between some or all
of these qualities, leading the BLM to make management decisions that may lead to trade-offs
between them.

e Untrammeled—wilderness is essentially unhindered and free from modern human control
or manipulation. The untrammeled quality of wilderness is degraded by manipulating “the
community of life.” Examples include spraying weeds, suppressing fire, lighting fire, stocking
fish and wildlife, or killing predators.

e Natural —wilderness ecological systems are substantially free from the effects of modern
civilization. Examples of how the natural quality of wilderness is degraded include the
occurrence of non-native species, vegetation communities (upland and riparian) not meeting
Land Health Standards, extirpated or extinct native animals and plants, and the disruption of
wildlife migration corridors.

e Undeveloped—wilderness retains its primeval character and influence, and is essentially
without permanent improvement or modern human occupation. The undeveloped quality of
wilderness is degraded by the presence of structures or installations such as stock tanks, water
developments, or scientific installations, the use of motor vehicles, motorized equipment, or
mechanical transport, and inholdings.

e Solitude or primitive and unconfined recreation—wilderness provides outstanding
opportunities for solitude or primitive and unconfined recreation. This quality is degraded by
the presence of facilities that decrease self-reliant recreation, management restrictions on
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visitor behavior, the sights and sounds of people inside wilderness, and the sights and sounds of
occupied and modified areas outside the wilderness.

A single decision or action may affect more than one of the qualities described above. For
example, the decision to build a water gauging station within a wilderness would affect at least
two qualities. The decision to build it would degrade the untrammeled quality, and the continued
presence of the structure would degrade the undeveloped quality. Furthermore, a decision or
action to improve one quality may simultaneously degrade another quality. Building a bridge to
reduce site impacts at a stream crossing may improve the natural quality, but it would degrade the
undeveloped and the solitude or primitive and unconfined type of recreation qualities.

Current Condition

The Dominguez Canyon Wilderness (the Wilderness) was designated under the Omnibus Public
Land Management Act of 2009, the same act that created the D-E NCA. The Wilderness is

a 66,280-acre area located within the D-E NCA. The Wilderness is part of what was once

the Dominguez Canyon Wilderness Study Area The sandstone canyons and pinyon-juniper
covered mesas of the Wilderness offer excellent opportunities for solitude and primitive types of
recreation. Year-round, water runs through the Little Dominguez Creek creating a great habitat
for many birds, mammals and reptiles. Desert bighorn sheep have been reintroduced to the area
and visitors can often see the sheep grazing at the base of the cliffs in the Wilderness. Rock art
on the canyon walls and wickiups on the mesas testify to the thousands of years the Native
Americans used the area for hunting, shelter and as a travel corridor from the Gunnison River
Valley to the Uncompahgre Plateau. These canyons also show traces of the early miners and
settlers who lived and worked throughout the area.

In 2010, the four wilderness managing agencies (BLM, United States Forest Service, National
Park Service, and United States Fish and Wildlife Service) began implementing the “Keeping
it Wild” wilderness monitoring program. This interagency project was designed to monitor the
four main qualities of wilderness character listed above as well as the fifth quality of “unique
and supplemental values.” The “Keeping it Wild” monitoring protocol was completed for the
Dominguez Canyon Wilderness in early 2011 and consists of data from the 2010 calendar year.
The results of this monitoring are summarized below by quality of wilderness character.

Untrammeled

Under the Keeping It Wild monitoring program, the indicators for untrammeled include the
number of authorized actions taken that manipulate biological resources or natural processes
(e.g., vegetation treatments, manipulations of wildlife habitat, manipulating wildland fire, etc.)
Using these indicators, the Dominguez Canyon Wilderness is considerably untrammeled. There
were a total of five chemical control weed treatments within the Wilderness in 2010. There
were no natural fire starts in 2010, and no unauthorized actions by any group to manipulate
plants, animals, pathogens, soil, water, or fire.

Natural

Under the Keeping It Wild monitoring program, the indicators for naturalness include the status
of native biological communities, the abundance and distribution of non-indigenous species, and
the actual AUMs of livestock use inside the Wilderness.
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Like the D-E NCA as a whole, the BLM went through a process to identify priority
vegetation/habitat types and priority species within the Wilderness. Through this process the
BLM identified the following priority vegetation/habitat types within the Wilderness: desert
shrub/saltbush, pinyon-juniper woodlands, sagebrush shrublands, riparian, seeps and springs and
aquatic systems. Desert bighorn sheep and Colorado hookless cactus were identified as priority
species, as these species require management beyond management of their habitat types. Once
these priority vegetation/habitat types and species had been determined, the BLM identified

the key attributes and associated indicators of health for each priority vegetation/habitat type
and species. The planning team then established standards for each indicator so that its current
condition could be summarized as “poor,” “fair,” “good,” or “very good.” See Appendix G for

a detailed summary of these attributes, indicators and current condition of these indicators for
the Wilderness.

As explained above, indicators and standards were developed for each priority vegetation/habitat
type and priority species to determine an overall ranking of either “poor,” “fair,” “good,” or “very
good.” These indicators and standards are being used to define naturalness in the Wilderness.
Using this system, the current status of the native biological communities in the Wilderness is
summarized in Table 3.27 (see Appendix G for more detail):

Table 3.27. Overall Current Rating for Priority Vegetation/Habitat and Species in the
Wilderness

Priority Vegetation/Habitat Type or Species Overall Current Rating
Desert shrub/saltbush Good
Pinyon-juniper woodlands Very Good
Sagebrush shrublands Good
Riparian Very Good
Seeps and springs Good
Aquatic systems Good
Desert bighorn sheep Fair
Colorado hookless cactus Good

In general, the priority vegetation/habitat and priority species in the Wilderness are relatively
healthy and are healthier than non-wilderness lands within the D-E NCA. There are, however,
some issues that are described below.

Although the desert shrub/saltbush vegetative type is much healthier within the Wilderness

than on non-wilderness lands within the D-E NCA, there are still too many acres lacking
site-appropriate mixtures of warm and cold season grasses, shrubs and forbs. There are also too
many acres with high composition of non-native plants, specifically cheatgrass. Both of these
indicators currently rank as “fair” (Appendix G). In particular, a number of acres on the McCarty
Bench have a high composition of non-native plants and an inappropriate mixture of warm and
cold season grasses, shrubs and forbs. These acres were determined to be “not meeting” Colorado
Standards for Public Land Health when last surveyed in 2009.

In regard to sagebrush shrublands, three indicators were judged to be in ”poor” or “fair” condition
(Appendix G). The expected composition of the Wilderness’s sagebrush shrubland plant
communities is unbalanced (i.e., an unnatural ratio of grass to shrub to forb). There are also too
many acres in the Wilderness with an overabundance of the non-native crested wheatgrass,
which was planted in the 1960s and reduces the biological diversity and ecological value of

the community. In addition, there are too few acres providing sufficient habitat for Gunnison
sage-grouse, which require sagebrush cover between 10-30 percent.
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In regard to aquatic systems, two indicators are currently ranked as “poor” (Appendix G). This is
due to a lack of native trout in the upper reaches of the Dominguez watershed, which is instead
dominated by non-native rainbow and brown trout, and due to the inaccessibility of the lower
reaches of Big and Little Dominguez Creeks to fish coming out of the Gunnison River to spawn.
This prevents the natural movement of the Gunnison River’s native fish species, which include
federally threatened and endangered fish species, as well as BLM sensitive fish species.

Desert bighorn sheep were reintroduced into the area of the D-E NCA beginning in 1983.
Although the size of the Dominguez desert bighorn sheep herd is currently ranked as “good,” the
indicator relating to the potential for disease transmission is currently ranked as “poor” within
the Wilderness. There are no domestic sheep grazing allotments in the Wilderness. However,
domestic goats can be currently found in Little Dominguez Canyon due to the continued
occupancy of a homestead that was deeded to the BLM by Mr. Billyie E. Rambo. He continues to
maintain his residence in the Wilderness under a “life lease” agreement, and he has maintained
a small flock of goats in the core area for the bighorn sheep since before the bighorns were
introduced. Association between goats and wild bighorn sheep is a concern from a disease
transmission standpoint, because goats are not as “gregarious” (i.e., likely to group together) as
some breeds of domestic sheep. In addition, the lack of a herder or monitor makes it difficult to
detect when intermingling occurs.

Non-indigenous species are not significantly impacting the natural character of the Dominguez

Canyon Wilderness. Nine invasive species have been documented within the Wilderness and only
four of them in an area of significant size (see Table 3.28 below).

Table 3.28. Weeds in the Wilderness

Species Acres Percentage of Wilderness
Bull thistle 0.26 0.001%
Canada thistle 87.77 0.137%
Common burdock 0.26 0.001%
Field bindweed 0.003 0%
Halogeton 90.89 0.137%
Musk thistle 0.259 0.001%
Russian knapweed 16.2 0.0245%
Tall whitetop 0.26 0.001%
Tamarisk 74.67 0.119%
Total 270.57 0.41%

Livestock grazing is a historic use in the Dominguez Canyon Wilderness. The 2009 designating
legislation directed the BLM to manage established livestock grazing in the Wilderness in
accordance with the 1964 Wilderness Act and the guidelines set forth in Appendix A of the report
of the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs of the House of Representatives accompanying
H.R. 2570 of the 101st Congress (commonly referred to as the Congressional Grazing Guidelines).
Established grazing in the Wilderness is managed under three allotments; the Gibbler Common
Allotment, the Wagon Park Allotment, and the Dominguez Allotment (Table 3.29). All three
allotments include lands both inside and outside of the Wilderness. The actual use of all three
allotments varies from year to year depending on a variety of factors including, but not limited
to, weather, forage, available water, and permittee operations. As such, actual AUMs inside the
Wilderness are estimates based on permittee post-use reporting and the rangeland management
specialist’s knowledge of the allotment.

Chapter 3 Affected Environment
Wilderness June 2016



Dominguez-Escalante National 315
Conservation Area Proposed RMP

and Final EIS

Table 3.29. Grazing in the Wilderness

Allotment

AUMs
Used

Comments

Dominguez

~500-
1,000

The grazing permit for the Dominguez Allotment authorizes 4,800 AUMs of grazing

use. 35,366 acres (61%) of the allotment are in the Wilderness. Livestock operators use
the Wilderness along the Gunnison River to move cattle between the permittee’s private
property holdings. Livestock operations also use the mesas and ridges in the southern part
of the Wilderness. Since there are no livestock water developments in the Wilderness part
of the allotment, use is limited in much of the allotment to times when snow is available.
When snow is available, up to 1,200 AUMs are used in the Wilderness. If snow is not
available, the number of AUMs used in the Wilderness part of the allotment is significantly
less, and the Wilderness portion of the allotment that is used for grazing is primarily along
the Gunnison River.

‘Wagon Park

440

The grazing permit for the Wagon Park Allotment authorizes 1,164 active animal-unit
months (AUMs) of grazing use. 20,110 acres (62%) of the allotment are in the Wilderness.
Livestock operators use the Wilderness (Big Dominguez Canyon in the Spring and Little
Dominguez Canyon in the fall) to trail cattle. Operators in this allotment also use the
Wilderness for grazing on the benches below Wagon Park, Steamboat Mesa, Middle Mesa,
Long Mesa and around Starr Mesa in the fall. The allotment is intensively managed outside
the Wilderness (vegetation treatments, pasture fences, water developments, etc.). As a
result, the majority of the AUMs used in the allotment are outside the Wilderness.

Gibbler
Commons

680

The grazing permit for the Gibbler Common Allotment authorizes 3,275 active AUMs.
10,601 acres (20%) of the allotment are in the Wilderness. Within the allotment, there are
two general uses of the Wilderness for livestock operations. First, the Horse Mesa part

of the Wilderness is used as part of a pasture rotation. On a rotating basis, cattle use the
Farmers Canyon (which does not include the Wilderness) pasture during the spring and the
Slope pasture (which includes the Horse Mesa part of the Wilderness) in the fall/winter. The
current operations rotate this use pattern every two years. The second use of the Wilderness
in the Gibbler Allotment is around Triangle Mesa. This part of the Wilderness is used in the
fall/winter as cattle from the Wagon Park Allotment are moved either into Cactus Park or
along the Gunnison River. The allotment is intensively managed outside the Wilderness
(vegetation treatments, pasture fences, water developments, etc.). Combined with the low
percentage of wilderness in the allotment, the intensive management outside the Wilderness
results in the majority of actual AUMs in the allotment being used outside the Wilderness.

Total Annual
Use:

~1,620-
2,120

Undeveloped

Under the Keeping It Wild monitoring program, the indicators for undeveloped include physical
developments or structures (buildings, fences, corrals, mines, etc.), the number of times motorized
vehicles use the Wilderness (both authorized and unauthorized), and the impact of inholdings.
There is one residential structure complex within the Wilderness. The Billyie E. Rambo
homestead in Little Dominguez Canyon consists of an old house, an outbuilding, old farming
implements, ranching and farming supplies. The property the homestead occupies has been
deeded to the BLM, and Mr. Rambo has a lease to occupy the property for his lifetime.

There are approximately 5.2 miles of fencing within the Wilderness. There are 33 separate fences
in the Wilderness. All the fences were developed for livestock management. Most (29) are
constructed with either barbed wire or woven wire. There are a few brush fences on Cam